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LONDON, FEBRUARY 6, 1869. 
P.(fHe ADVOCATES OF THE EMBANKMENT SITE for the 
new Law Courts must make out a very strong case for 
“that site in preference to the one already cleared, before 
‘their arguments can be entitled to prevail. The 
arey-street. site has been deliberately chosen, pur- 
‘ghased at the price of £800,000, and cleared; and, in 
| addition to this, a plan adapted to the exigencies of this 
has been obtained from a competition of archi- 
P which competition again was conducted at a 
“Isrge cost both to the competitors and the national 
4 ». If-after all this we abandon this site, a fresh 
' gcheme must be obtained, involving more expense, and, 
‘which is equally to be deprecated, more delay. It has 
‘fiso to be shown that the nation can get back the price 
given for the Carey-street site, no mean consideration in 
j e days of clamour for a keeping down of the national 
Be pend iture. 
' © Undoubtedly convenience is the first requisite for the 
‘site of such a building ; the wish to place a handsome 
‘pile on the river bank is natural enough, but it is the 
last consideration which should decide the site of a 
ace of Justice; in addition to which the answer is 
@bvious, that with the law courts north of the Strand 
' there is nothing whatever to prevent the southern site 
' from being appropriated to a grand building for some other 
* purpose. Is the balance of convenience so overwhelm- 
' ingly with the Embankment site that we must change 
' our minds after all that bas been done? On the contrary, 
+ the balance appears to be the other way. For the con- 
' venierice of the public the site should be central, and 
) easily approached ; as regards the first, there is not much 
_ difference, both being in the very heart of London. With 
' reference to the approaches, the advantage will certainly 
- be with the Carey-street site. Placed on the embankment 
the Courts would be accessible right and left from the 
‘Strand, and right and left from the embankment; the 
| access from the region directly northward would be de- 
> fective. On the Carey-street site there will be access 
> right and left from the Strand, while the new approaches 
» from the northward which will be provided will afford 
 #Yeady and convenient access from .Oxford-street, Hol- 
3 bora, and the whole of the Bloomsbury and northern 
| YTegion, a convenience which would be wanting if the 
_ ourts were placed on the embankment. As to the 
> lawyers, their convenience is that of the suitors ; be- 
- Cause, if the lawyers’ trouble is increased, it is the public 
' who pay. Doubtless wherever the courts might be 
' placed, the lawyers would follow them; even if the courts 
were to be taken up, like another Aladdin’ s palace, and 
_ ket down in Battersea-park, a few years would find the 
_ lawyers pitching their tents south of the Thames, But 
_ the lawyers’ removal would be costly and troublesome, 
> toa, degree varying of course with the distances. In 
_ this respect the convenience of the Bar is, perhaps, more 
_ essential than that of the other branch, inasmuch as the 
© Bar must attend, cough in person, while the head of a firm 
_ 9f solicitors need not necessarily do so (on this ground the 
_ advantage of a site between Lincoln’s-inn and the Tem- 
_ Ples is obvious), Bat it is also convenient for the soli- 
' Citor that his counsel’s chambers should be near the 














court, besides the saving in the time of his clerks which 
he obtains by his own offices being near the scene of ac- 
tion. 

One would certainly anticipate from the solicitors a 
practical and common-sense view of the matter. The 
Incorporated Law Society has now expressed its opinion, 
in a statement which we print in another column, from 
which it will be seen that the solicitors, who may be sup- 
posed to be gcod judges, consider the Carey-street site 
to be indisputably the superior ef the two, Their ob- 
servations will speak for themselves ; indeed, they are 
in substance identical with what has been advanced in 
our own columns. In reference to a somewhat 
humorous objection stated by Sir Charles Tre- 
velyan, who drew a pitiful picture of the difficulties 
which the present site would impose on aged and 
infirm judges, they observe that the Judicial Com- 
mittee of the Privy Council now meets in a room on 
a first floor, while the Committee Rooms of the House 
of Commons are on a-second floor forty-three feet 
above the level of Westminster Hall. They tell 
us, too, that the difference in elevation between the 
floor of Mr. Street’s new courts and New-square, Lin- 
coln’s Inn, is only eighteen feet, while the descent 
from the Strand to the level of the Embankment is 
thirty-three feet. One grand advantage possessed by the 
Carey-street site is that it is elastic, while its rival is not. 
West and north-west of the site now cleared any amount 
of extra space may be had, while the Embankment site 
is circumscribed by the Middle Temple, Somerset House, 
and the necessary railway works on the embankment. 
True that £668,000 more is asked to buy more land for 
the present site; but, in the first place, as the Incorpo- 
rated Law Society observes, this is not all required for 
building and approaches, but a portion, intended as a re- 
serve, will return a compensating rental; and, in the 
second place, when an extension of the Embankment 
site is required, as it would be required, there is no more 
land to be had. 





Baron Makrriy, in giving his decision upon the pe- 
tition against Mr. Forster at Bradford, pointed out the 
hardship upon the judges of making them decide upon 
facts, and expecting them to give their reasons, thereby 
refusing the privilege of a jury of giving a general ver- 
dict, After our remarks to the same effect last week, it 
would be somewhat ungracious if we were to criticise 
his decisions upon the facts in dispute in the two Brad- 
ford petitions. We will, therefore, assume that the cases 
against Mr, Ripley and against Mr. Forster differed, so 
far as the facts wero.concerned, in substance, and not in 
degree merely. Some rather important questions of law, 
however, were involved, the most important of which 
may shortly be put thus: Does honesty of purpose on the 
part of the candidate and his agents prevent what other- 
wise would be treating from invalidating the election ? 
The opinion of the judge upon this point appears rather 
to have altered between the two cases. There can be no 
doubt as to one part of the conclusion at which Baron 
Martin arrived—viz., that the seat is not lost on account 
of transactions which come within the 23rd section, and 
not within the 4thsection of the Corrupt Practices Act. 
The 23rd section relates to the giving of refreshments to 
voters by “any -person ” on the polling day; and it 
omits the words “ corruptly” and“ in order to be elected, 
etc.,”’? which are contained in the 4th section. The 
greatest difference, however, appears to us to be, that the 
offence under the 4th section can only be committed by 
a candidate “ by himself or some person on his behalf;” 
and it by no means appears clearly that when what if 
done by an independent person would amount only to an 
offence under the 23rd section is done by a candidate or 
his agents, it does not necessarily amount to an offence 
within the 4th. It follows almost as a matter of course 
that any act of the kind done by a candidate or hia 
agents during the election is “in order to be elected.”* 
It may not be of course intended directly to influence 
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particular votes, but it must be intended to promote 
the election by increasing the candidate’s general 
popularity. If not, what conceivable motive can 
there be for the act? Thus the question really 
is reduced to—what is the effect of the word “ cor- 
ruptly.” is it to be assumed that because the Act 
forbids “ Corruptly giving, etc.,” therefore, there may be 
some “giving, etc” which is not corrupt, and, therefore, 
not within the meaning of the Act ? The meaning of the 
word “corrupt” in this case was much discussed in the well- 
known case of Cooper v. Slade in the Exchequer Cham- 
ber and in the House of Lords. The judges, as is well 
known, did not all agree in that case, but the preponder- 
ance of opinion was very decided, that the motives of the 
person doing the act. were immaterial. Mr. Justice 
Willes is the only one of the judges now trying election 
petitions who took part in that case in the House of 
Lords, and it is probably from that circumstance, and 
not from his opinion being different from that of the 
majority,that the definition adopted in thatcase of theword 
“ corrupt ” is now usually quotedas Mr. Justice Willes’ 
definition. This definition has been generally understood 
of late to be the right one, and, even during the trial of 
the petition against Mr. Ripley, Baron Martin said “hequite 
agreed with what he understood had been held by Mr. Jus- 
tice Willes and Mr. Justice Blackburn, that a corrupt 
act was an illegal act wilfully done.” In the petition 
against Mr, Forster, however, he said that whatever the 
word might mean, it clearly meant something done with 
an evil mind and an evil intention. He also said 
that Mr. Justice Willes had been speaking of bribery, and 
that bribery and treating were very different. Notwith- 
standing this difference, however, one would think that 
the word “ corruptly ” must have the same meaning as 
applied to both, and that a man’s real intention, whether 
honest or evil, and his knowledge or ignorance of the law 
must be as immaterial in the one case as the other. We 
certainly think that, if it appears that refreshments are 
given by the agent of a candidate in order to promote 
his election, this amounts to treating, whatever the agent’s 
or candidate's opinion of the law may be, and however 
honest their desire to obey the law if they knew it. Even 
an anxiety to know the law in order to observe it, does 
not appear to us a sign of perfect purity, for it implies 
that there is no repugnance to the contemplated act 
itself, provided it is not expressly forbidden. However, 
Baron Martin appears to think, which certainly sur- 
prised us a little, that to receive money for a vote is not 
repugnant to the moral sense of mankind. If that were 
80, doubtless a person’s knowledge of the law would be 
fairly taken into consideration in considering whether 
his acts were corrupt. Our conclusion, however, from 
the various expressions of opinion of the judges, is that 
such knowledge, or the want of it, will eventually be 
held immaterial; and we do not advise respondents to be 
misled by any expressions of Baron Martin, which may 
seem to indicate the contrary view, into the belief that 
their seat will be safe when they have only done what 
they have been advised to be legal, if that advice should 
prove to have been erroneous. It may be thought hard 
that they should lose their seats in such a case; but if it 
is so held, erroneous advice will be less frequent, and on 
another occasion the unseated member will, doubtless, 
obtain better. 





COMMENTS HAVE BEEN MADE in various quarters 
upon Mr. Justice Willes’ dicta at Guildford, and at 
Lichfield, to the effect that persons whose names are 
upon the register for a borough have no right to vote 
after they have ceased to reside within seven miles of 
the borough. That this was the law with respect to all 
borough franchises existing between 1843 and 1867 is a 
point too clear for any doubt. It is expressly provided 
for by the 79th section of the Registration Act, 1843. 
Between 1832 and 1843, what was required was, that 
the voter should at the time of the election takean oath 
that he retained the same qualification as appeared on 





the register. That, however, was dispensed with by the 
‘Act of 1848, and the 79th section contains the provisions 
as to how much of his qualification the voter must after 
the passing of that Act retain to the time of voting, in 
order to make his vote good. What is required in the 
case of borough voters, is that they shall have con. 
tinued to reside within the distance of the borough, to 
enable them to be registered. The reason, doubtless is, 
that in most cases where a man has lost the qualification 
for which he was placed upon the list of borough voters, 
but remains a resident within the actual limits of the 
borough, or a comparatively short distance of it, he will 
have acquired some other qualification in place of the 
former one, so that his vote may properly be admitted, 
But the vote of a man whose name was on the register, 
but who had left the borough, was, doubtless, declared by 
the Legislature to be bad, simply because he had clearly 
lost his qualification, of which residence constituted part, 
By the Act of 1832, residence within seven miles of the 
borough was required in the cases of all borough voters ; 
not only those qualified under that Act, but also those 
under reserved rights as freemen and the like. Prior to 
that Act residerce had usually been required to qualify 
freemen, but it was otherwise by special custom 
in some places; as, for instance, at Lyme Regis, 
as appears by the case of Lyme in Controverted 
Elections. The new household franchise conferred by 
the Act of 1867 is a little different. In order to qualify 
a man for that, no residence within seven miles is 
specially required, for the obvious reasons that it is con- 
ferred only on “inhabitant householders,” and as in- 
habitant and resident are substantially the same thing 
(see the recent cases of Reg. v. Mayor of Exeter, West- 
comb’s case, and Dipstale’s case, decided by the Court of 
Queen's Bench last November), this amounted to an 
enactment that the voter must reside in a house within 
the borough. The 79th section of the Act of 1843 is not 
in express terms applied to this new franchise, but there 
can be no doubt that it is a provision incorporated by 
the general sections, the 56th and 59th of the Act of 
1867. The difficulty, however, that arises as to this case 
is, whether the voter must not (except in the city of 
London, which is especially provided for by the 46th sec- 
tion of the Act of 1867) reside up to the time of the elec- 
tion actually within the borough, and not merely within 
seven miles of it, as the latter residence would not have 
been sufficient in his case to have enabled him to be re- 
gistered in the first instance. This point is certainly a 
very arguable one, but not very likely often to arise. It 
is, however, a little surprising that the fact of residence 
to the time of polling being required to make the vote 
good is so little known asit is said to be. We cannot help 
thinking the real reason of this is, that people trouble 
themselves in practice very little to find out what will or 
will not make a vote bad upon a scratiny. 

Scrutinies appear likely to be as unfrequent under the 
new system of election petitions as they were under the 
old, so that people are likely still to turn their attention 
principally to the question whether or not particular 
votes will be received by the returning officer. If this is 
so, Mr. Justice Willes’ remarks will do good, by making 
the state of the law better known, and preventing 
people from ignorantly filching the rights of others. 





A SOMEWHAT curious point as to the right to the 
production of documentary evidence arose on the trial 
of the Dublin election petition. A clerk from the 
office of a telegraph company had been summoned to 
produce certain telegrams. He declined at first to do 
so, on the ground that the officers of the company 
were forbidden under penalties to disclose the pur- 
port of telegrams. The judge overruled the objection, 
and the telegrams were produced. It, is somewhat 
curious that the point does not seem to have 
arisen before. Under some circumstances there 
cannot be much doubt that the objection would 
have been a good one, Under the Telegraphs Act, 1863, 






aah 

































mae ee Oe HE EESE RE SRE EEEES EES ESE EERE REECERS SERVES 5: 









i SE ae oe 
































































































Oe Fe Ce ee, Sn a ne en ree 


Feb. 6, 1869. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. _ 








= 

is a species of Telegraph Companies Clauses Act, 
i le to all telegraph companies, unless excluded by 
‘his special Act, it is provided that if any servant of the 
y “improperly divulges” the purport of any tele- 
am, he shall be liable to a penalty of £20. There is a 
nilar clause in most of the Acts of the older companies. 
Of course the fact that a telegram was produced in a 
of justice under the directions of a judge, would 
gficiently show that it was not improperly divulged ; 
put the question which presents more difficulty is under 
what circumstances any one has a right to call upon the 
judge to insist on the production. -We apprehend the 
} way to look upon the case, is that the company 
and their servants should be considered to hold the docu- 
ments as agents for the sender. Perhaps also for the re- 
eéiver, although that might be somewhat doubtful ; but 
atany rate we apprehend that the company could be 
called upon by the sender of any telegram who had kept 
no copy, or for any reason wished to inspect the original, 
to produce it for his inspection. If that is so, the docu- 
ment may be considered as under the control of the 
gender, though not in his possession, and the test will 
therefore be whether the party has a right to call upon 
thesender. If he has, the company may also be called 
upon in the character of agents of the sender to produce 
them. The point would be directly raised upon an ap- 
plication by a party to an action for discovery or inspec- 
tion of documents “in the possession or under the con- 
#rol” of the other party, under the Common Law Pro- 
eedure Act, We think such an order would, upon proof 
of the relevancy, etc., of the telegram, be made, and 
upon such an order upon the sender of a telegram being 
shown to the company, we apprehend that they would be 
justified in producing it for the inspection of the party 
in whose favour the order was made. It has been held 
in Chancery that documents pledged are not so far under 
the control of the pledgor, that he can be called upon to 
tedeem them, in order to produce them for inspection. 
That, however, is a very different matter from calling 
apon him to give an order to the company for the pro- 
duction, even if such an order were required. We ap- 
prehend, however, that the company would have no right 
to insist on any such order upon them being actually 
given, for as the production could not be improper if 
made with the consent of the sender, so neither could it 
‘beso if it appeared by a judge’s order or otherwise that 

the sender had no right to refuse his assent. 





SOLICITORS AND OTHERS, who have cccasionally to 
draw up affidavits, would do well to notice the case of 
In Re Elizabeth Fletcher, a married woman, which 
may be seen. in the current number of the Weekly 
Reporter. The case does not involve any fresh 
point of law, but it very distinctly enunciates an old 
point of practice, which is persistently neglected. The 
¢ase shows that the Court of Common Pleas seems to 
thave determined to insist, at any rate in one class of 
‘cases, on the formal accuracy of affidavits, and to refuse 
to make the order prayed, “subject to the amendment” 
-of an informal affidavit, Anyone who has been in the 
chabit of being present in Sir James Wilde’s Court on 
‘Tuesdays, when the motions are heard, must have keen 
forcibly strack with the advantage which would result 
from his lordship laying down an equally stringent rule. 





A CAUSE WAS SET DOWN for hearing at the South 
‘watk County Court, on Tuesday last, involving an 
‘important question in relation to City Gourt fees, A 
plaintiff had entered an action in the City Court, and on 
the day of hearing arrived rather late. He asked the 
‘clerk whether his case had been called, and being an- 
Swered in the negative, paid the fee of £1. On going 
towards the court he met the defendant, and learned 
that the case had just been called and struck out in 
consequence of plaintiff’s non-appearance. Theinterview 





led to an arrangement for paying the debt, and the 
plaintiff returned to the clerk in the expectation of 
having the £1 refunded. The clerk refused to return 
the money on the ground that plaintiff might for any- 
thing the clerk knew have obtained the amount from 
the defendant, and farther it was not the practice of the 
Court to return fees under such circumstances. The 
plaintiff then applied tothe judge of the court, who refused 
to interfere, and the plaintiff thereforesued the City Re- 
gistrar at the Southwark court for money had andreceived. 
The City Registrar prepared to defend, sending an officer 
of his court to Southwark for the purpose. The cause 
was so late in being called that the plaintiff’s patience 
was exhausted, and he went away, leaving the cause to 
be struck out and the point unsettled. The defence in- 
tended to be set up was—first, that the Southwark Court 
has no jurisdiction to try an action against an officer of 
the City Court, and, second, if it had, would have no power 
to order the return of fees received by the City Court in 
the ordinary course of business. It is much to be re- 
gretted that the cause was not heard, and the question 
settled as to whether the City Court can take and retain 
fees for work which it never does. The county courts 
have certainly no such right, and we apprehend that the 
19 & 20 Vict. c. 108, s. 21, supplemented by the recent 
Act 30 & 31 Vict. c. 142,88. 34 & 35, have placed the City 
Court in the same position with regard to this point. 





THE “ BRAINTREE CASE” decided many years ago 
that the Dissenters in any parish, if in a numerical ma- 
jority among the ratepayers, have the power of prevent- 
ing the levying of any Church-rates in the parish—viz., 
by voting against the making of the rate and so prevent- 
ing there being any rate to levy. The Compulsory 
Church Rates Abolition Act of last session now enacts 
that when arate is made no one shall be obliged to pay 
it unless he chooses ; so that those who object to pay- 
ing Church-rates can now prevent any rate from being 
assessed, if they are in a majority, and, if they are in. 
minority, need not pay the assessments. The principle 
laid down in the Braintree case will now become of 
little moment, for we can hardly suppose that any body 
of persons will be at the pains to interfere and outvote 
the making of a rate which when made they are under 
no obligation to pay. Since the passing of the new Act 
a considerable clamour has arisen from clergymen 
parish-offivers, and so forth, imagining that there will 
be no more money forthcoming for repairs, organist, and 
other “ ecclesiastical purposes.” With such apprehensions 
rife, it would be well to have the benefit of some infor- 
mation from those parishesii which no Church-rates could 
be levied previously to the Act ; for there are many 
parishes -in which a majority of Nonconformist rate- 
payers have voted against the assessment, and the parsons 
or church-wardens of these parishes might come for- 
ward to tell us how they managed without any rate. They 
have not done so; and probably the season of their silence 
is, that they have very little to say, In very many parishes 
rates have been not only not made, but not wanted. There 
are suburban parishes in which no one has heard of a 
Church-rate for years ; in which the pew-rents pay the 
organist, the warming, lighting, and so forth, heavy re- 
pairs have not been wanted, and the beadle, if there beone, 
is converted into a poor-law officer and paid by the union. 
Again, in many small country parishes rates have been 
scarcely wanted, though the incumbent very often bears 
burdens which, in fairness, should be borne by the rate- 
payers. The scrious item is repairs of the fabric, where 
such are necessary, and we have heard of a west-country 
parish in which the congregation sat under umbrellas 
because the land-owner of the parish constrained all the 
tenants to vote against a rate. But, however this may 
be, we believe that, now-a-days, in nine cases out of ten 
church repairs and restorations are provided for by 
private bounty, and in some cases the kind donors are 
more eager to build up the new fabric than to inquire 
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whether the old one need be pulled down. Meanwhile, 
what has the new Act done ? 

By sections 1, 2, 3, and 5, rates are no longer to be sued 
for, except where money has been borrowed on the secu- 
rity of the rates, or where, under any Act, any part is 
applicable to secular purposes (in which case such part 
only is to be sued for), or where, under any Act, the rate 
was leviable in lieu of tithe, &c., appropriated to ecclesias- 
tical purposes. 

By section 6 the Act is to affect merely the recovery, 
and not the assessment and general machinery. 

As the Act only abolishes the compulsion, section 7 
enacts yery reasonably that if trustees, bodies corporate, 
and so on, choose to pay, they shall be allowed the pay- 
ment in their accounts. 

By section 8, those persons who don’t pay are not to 
vote on the expenditure of the money raised, and if the 
occupier does not pay in a month the owner may pay 
for him and have his vote. 

By section 9, ‘Church Trustees’ may be appointed 
in every parish to accept and hold donations for the ec- 
clesiastical purposes of the parish. These church trus- 
tees will be a body corporate, consisting of the incumbent 
and two parishioners. They are to hold and invest the 
funds provided and pay sums to the churchwardens from 
time to time. The section does not clearly say whether 
these trustees are meant to have any voice in the distri- 
bution or whether they are to be mere hands to receive 
and hold, but this is immaterial at present. 

This, then, is the Act; the only suggestions of any 
moment which have been made as to the course to be 
pursued are contained in a paper agreed upon at a meet- 
ing of archdeacons, and printed by us supra, p. 194. 

The archdeacons seem, on the whole, to have come to 
the most sensible conclusion on the course to be adopted, 
though some of their suggestions are couched in language 
of singularly humorous infelicity. Resolution or sugges- 
tion No. 2 says that, in their judgment, it is the duty 
of parson, churchwardens, and people, “to make every’ 
trial of the new law,” and wherever circumstances are 
favourable, “bring it into full and active operation.’ 
The essence of the new law being that people need not 
pay unless they choose, this is a very remarkable piece 
of advice. Probably, however, the meaning is that 
parishes should utilise all such provisions of the Act as 
can be productive of funds for the Church purposes. (3.) 
The archdeacons observe—“That even in other cases” 
{what can this mean) ‘it would be good to invite the 
parishioners to keep up a general assessment; and (4) 
that thie will be better than relying on effertorijes or 
pew-rents. (5) That the provisions of sections 7 and 8 
of the Act “are valuable, and ovght in all cases to be 
adopted ”—a rather naive way of asking trustees and 
landlords to contribute. Lastly, they recommend the 
appointment of “Church Trustees” under the 9th sec- 
tion of the Act. 

When the archdeacons’ retolutions have been di- 
vested of their eccentricities, they seem to have hit 
on the best advice they could give—viz., to go on 
making and assessing a rate and see what will come 
of it. This we believe to be the best thing to be done, 
Make and aesess the rate as before. Some people, of 
couree, will not pay it, others will ; half-a-year will show 
about what proportion are likely to pay, and very pos- 

sibly there may be some means of getting an approxima- 
tion beforehand by a canvass or meeting. We do not, 
however, agree with the archdeacons in recommending 
that “church trustees” should be at once appointed 
under section 9, because we think that that section 
should only be resorted to in cases where it has been 
proved that enough cannot be got under an assessment, 
or where it is desired to lay up a fund towards some 
extensive repair or restoration of fabric. Many people will 
probably pay their sesessment just as if no had been 
passed. Let this be tried first. 
Wherever the plan of appointing “ church trustees” 


== 

tees will take care that their trust shall be kept solyeng 
We know that it is customary for the managers of churgh. 
restoring, organ-buying, and many other benevolent and 
laudable schemes, to run them deep into debt, and then 
appeal ad misericordiam ; and we have always regarieg 
this as one of the most pernicious usages possible, being 
unable to understand why a system of expendi 
which would be thought almost fraudulent in the Bank. 
ruptcy Court should be venial, or even praiseworthy, in 
charity or religion, 





OUR JOINT-STOCK SYSTEM has become rather a byg. 
word—a thing for everyone to fling a stone at; and 
although there may be exaggerations here as well as on 
every other subject, it cannot be denied that joint-stock 
enterprise includes within its attributes almost e 
that is politely dishonest. It is true enough, as political 
economists have all pointed out, that to associated capi- 
tal schemes are easy which private enterprise could never 
faintly hope to compass; but unfortunately it is also true 
that the irresponsibility which forms a part of the system 
has been productive of an amount of respectable swind 
ling, to which, even with the aid of the law of bank- 
ruptcy, private enterprise had been unequal. Leech onee 
drew in Punch a pot and kettle calling each other the 
names of “ allottee” and “ provisional director” (this 
was in the days of the railway panic), and called the 
vignette “Gross abuse.” If he had been making the 
sketch now he would have substituted “ promoter” and 
some other phrase with similarly unsavoury associations, 
and the title would have been equally appropriate. 

A good deal has been written and said upon this sub- 
ject, and the last issue of this species of literature is 
a pamphlet, the author of which strongly advocates the 
adoption of the commandite system as applied not only 
to public but to private partnerships.* “ We have cet- 
tainly,” says Mr. Howell, in language by no means to 
strong, “witnessed a deplorable exhibition of public 

morals, and of wild distraction in the public mind, and 
we are still experiencing in an acute form the 
tion of a consequent and unprecedented distrust.” After 
tracing the progress of joint stock legislation, from 1844 
to 1866, he lays his finger upon what he considers to have 
been “the great mistake of our legislators ”—vit, 
that they adopted the limited liability principle im 
companies before introducing it into private part 
nerships. By introducing the limited liability principle 
into private concerns he intends, not precisely the 
innovation introduced, or rather authorised, by the 
Partnership Law Amendment Act of 1865 (a kindred bill 
to which was thrown out in 1856), but the application 
to partnerships of the commandite principle, as now ip 
use in France and Belgium; that is, the initiation of 
mixed partnerships, in which the géran, or active parte 
ner, is the commanditaire, whose liability is unlimited, 
while the mere investor, or solidaire, is liable only to the 
extent of his contribution to the capital of the firm, 
and upon its insolvency can realise nothing until all ite 
creditors have been paid in full. This ie, in rationale, 
the system authorised by the Act of 1865, but that Aot 
is exceedingly meagre, while the Continental system 
is more elaborate, and requires a registration of 
the commandite partnership for the information of 
the public, a provision which is very expedient. Mr. Howell! 
gives a great deal of interesting information about the 
working of this system, and adds an amateur bill of his 
own drafting, which, without pretending to be, as it is 
not, practicable in ite details, indicates sufficiently the 
main features of the change advocated by its author— 
viz, a system of registration for mixed partnerships, 
provisions imposing unlimited liability on the limited 
partner in case of his intermeddling in the business. 

It is certainly to be regretted that the attempt of our 


* Partnership-Law islation and Limited Liability te~ 
viewed in their airs tho Panic of 1866. By Joun 








of a chuseh fund is adopted, we do hope that the trus- 


Howx11. London: Effingham Wilson, January, 1869. 
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be cartied into effect by an Act so meagre as to prove 


iecessatily abortive. In America the system has been 
under the name of special partnership, aud 
‘eon pages of the Civil Code of New York are occupied 
the details, which shortly are as follows: — 
, special partnership may be formed by two or more 
98 in any business, except banking or insurance. 

‘a preliminary a certificate has to be filed with the 
getk of the county, specifying the name of the firm, the 
aature of the business, the names and addresses of the 
gartners, specifying which are general and which special, 
the amount of capital contributed by each special 
gertner and the duration of the partnership. This 
eertificate has to be duly published in certain newspapers, 
orin default the partnership will be general ab initio. 
The general partners alone have the authority to transact 
business, but the special partners may do s0, subject to 
the subsequent approval of the general partners; they 
may also at all times investigate the partnership affairs 
and advise with the other partners. The liability of the 

partners is unlimited; that of the special partners 

to the amount of their capital, but if any special 

er has wilfully made or allowed a false statement 

in the certificate, or wilfully interfered in the business 

except as above-mentioned, or infringed any of the 

regulations against a withdrawal of capital, his liability 

tecomes unlimited. If he has unintentionally done any 

#f these acts, he is unlimitedly liable only to the creditor 
who has been thereby misled. 

Some system such as this would have been infinitely 
preferable to the meagre Act passed in 1865. We can 
hardly, however, agree with Mr. Howell (who bye the 
way does not notice the American system) in the im- 
portance which he ascribes to the introduction of com- 
mandite into private partnerships before trying it in 
companies. How fara remodelling of our partnership 
faw would abate the slackness of trade which has been 
endured since 1866 we cannot say. But at least the 
immediate cause of the want of confidence which dates 
trom that year is, that our law of joint-stock companies 
has proved so far defective as to permit gross and syste- 
matic dishonesty. It seems to us quite possible that if 
gommandite had been introduced into companies, it 
mould never have been needed in partnerships, and that 
the opening thereby made for the investment of capital 
on limited liability would have been sufficiently wide 
@ithout further innovation. But however this may be, 
itis sufficiently obvious that to make the commandite 
@ystem in companies optional, as the Companies Act, 
1867, has done, is a mere farce. Mr. Howell thinks that 
it is now too late to introduce commandite in companies. 

e think differently, and believe that much would be 

by making it compulsory on all new companies. 
Trresponsibility is at the root of most of the joint-stock 
immorality of the present day. Hand in hand with the 
abolition of the anonyme principle as to all but existing 
#ompanies, should issue one or two other reforms such as 
the prohibition of paid-up shares, except where all the 
¢apital has been paid up, and of purchases by com- 
panies of their own shares, and the institution of some 
ort of preliminary inquiry into winding-up petitions. 
Another unfortunate part of the present system is that 
joint-stock immoralities are so seldom prosecuted; this, 
however, is hardly to be remedied by anything short of 
& public prosecutor. 





We PRINT in another column an American case of 
onsiderable interest for English playwrights. The author 
¢f au English play sold the MS. to an American. The 
play had never been published, in bookseller’s phrase, 
dat it had been, and was, acting in a London theatre. 
Another American got the play taken down by some one 
attending the performance, and sold printed copies in 
New York, Thereapon the purchaser of the MS. obtained 
an injunction, but the Supreme Court quashed it, Copy- 
tight being, of course, out of the question, the purchaser 





wo Legislature to introduce this system should have ' was thrown back upon his claim under the common law 


to exclusive dominion over an unpublished manuscript; 
and the Court held that the representation of the piece in 
England amounted to a publication. 





DELAY IN REPUDIATING SHARES. 
No. IL. 

When anyone is seeking to repudiate his shares in a 
joint-stock company, whatever the reason may be which 
he alleges—misrepresentation in ~prospectus—variation 
between prospectus and articles—that the contract was 
& conditional one, and the condition not complied with— 
or whatever may be the alleged title fo rescission—there 
are three questions which must be answered in the affir- 
mative before he can get safely struck off the register. 

(1.) Has the applicant made out a case of misrepre- 
sentation (or whatever it may be) sufficient to avoid his 
contract ? 

(2.) If so, is he innocent of any laches or delay to in- 
duce the Court to withold its relief ? 

(3.) Assuming (1) and (2) answered in the affirmative, 
so as to entitle him to relief as against the company—is 
he entitled to it as against the creditors ? 

These questions fall logically in the above order, al- 
though the Court does not necessarily consider them in 
that order; for instance, it generally takes the last first, 
because if that be answered in the negative, the case is at 
anend. It is the last two that we are now going to con- 
sider. 

A case good ox its merits may be rendered unavailable 
by delay, and, strictly speaking, the merits of the case 
are comprised in (1). But in considering the effect of 
delay it is convenient to distinguish between delay as 
against creditors and delay as against the company 
merely, and to treat the latter as a part of the merits. 
This is the more so because if question (3) be answered in 
the negative, (1) and (2) are not open, and so it is con- 
venient to be able to say,—if the creditors have a right te 
retain the man on the register, the case cannot be gone 
into onthe merits. We shall therefore consider, first, in the 
present article, delay as against the crediters, and, second, 
in another article, delay asa part of the merits of the 
case, ic, delay as against the company merely. In 
answering either question it will be seen that regard 
must be had to the nature of the case made out (whether 
misrepresentation, or variation, or what), for no one rale 
is applicable to all. 

decision of the House of Lords in theQcerend $ Gur- 
ney’s case, 15 W. R. 1201, confirmed in its application to 
‘share contracts the distinction between contracts void and 
contracts which are merely voidable. This distinction we re- 
member to have heard well put by Lord Cairns during 
the argument of a case—that the former are absolutely 
void until affirmed, while the latter are absolutely binding 
until disaffirmed. Thas, if a man be induced by a false 
prospectus to take shares, the contract is a voidable one 
at his option, but practically binding until ha has taken 
the step of repudiating it, and by delay he may forfeit 
the right to do so. In other cases, also, where the 
contract is void till affirmed, delay may be taken as an 
affirmance. 

It is needless to bestow any notice on those cases whi bh 
haye sometimes happened, in which persons have been 
placed on the register without ever having applied for any 
sharee. The right to be struck offis there too clear for 
argument. Such cases are exceptional: vide Wood, V.C., 
in Chapman and Barker's case, 15 W. BR. 334, L. B.S 

. 865, 

@ merely voidable contracts are those in the miare- 
presentation cases ; in which the party saye, “ I did agree 
to become a member in this company, but my agreements 
was obtained by fraud.” 

As to the contracts which are void till affirmed, this 
distinction was firat made in the Variation cases, where 
the objeots of the company as set out in the articles vary 
from those previously described in the prospectus, and 
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of a different company, and not that identified by these 
articles.” 

Other instances of contracts void till affirmed are those 
in which the allotment was made after unreasonable 
delay, or accompanied by a condition never accepted, so 
that the parties never came together wno consensu. In 
these cases the party says, “ I never agreed to become a 
member in anything at all.” 

As to the voidable contracts, the decision in the Overend 
§ Gurney case, with that of Sir G. Turner and Lord 
Cairns in the Reese River Company’s case, 15 W. BR. 


882, settles that where a man is on the register, he must | 


“ repudiate ” before the winding-up, or his case will not 
be open on its merits as against the creditors. Aud in 
these cases “ repudiation ’ means filing a bill.* In Re 
Cleveland Iron Company, Stephenson’s case, 16 W. R. 95, 
the shareholder had filed no bill, but he had pleaded mis- 
representation to an action for calls, and had got a ver- 
dict. When the winding-up came he was still on the re- 
gister, and there Rolt, L.J., said he must stop, because he 
had not filed his bill, and the mere defence to the action 
was not enough. And, even if the directors were willing 
to accept the shareholder’s notice of repudiation and 
remove him from the register, it would seem that their 
doing so would be ultra tires, and an official liquidator 
might subsequently dispute the removal. 

As to the void contracts, and, first, the Variation 
cases—Ship’s case, 13 W. BR. 599, was a case of Variation 
decided against the creditors. When the Overend and 
Gurney contention began, Ship’s case was distinguished 
from the misrepresentation cases as that of a void, and not 
a merely voidable contract, thus reconciling the decisions 
in that and the Orerend § Gurney case. But there has 
been no express decision that a case of Variation can be 
opened on its merits as against creditors after the be- 
ginning of a winding-up. In Ship’s case the Vice- 
Chancellor struck off Ship’s name on Feb. 16, 1865 
the application having been made on Jan. 14 pre- 
ceding, and the winding-up order was made between 
those two dates. When the winding-up petition was 
presented does not appear from any of the reports; the 
date might easily be assertained, but it is pot worth while 
to inquire, because the decisions of the Vice-Chancellor 
and Lords Justices did not in the least turn upon the 
point, the importance of the commencement of ihe 
winding-up not having at that time been considered by 
the Courts. The appeal to the House of Lords against 
the decision of the Lords Justices (reported 17 W. R. 34) 
was dismissed upon the short ground of a personal ob- 
jection to the appellant. The obiter dicta of Lords Cran- 
worth and Chelmsford leave a very strong inference that, 
as against the official liquidator, or even the other share- 
holders, they would have considered that Ship had pre- 
cluded himself from relief, by Jaches in not sooner dis- 
covering the discrepancy, and acting on the discovery. 
But these observations affect merely Ship’s rights upon 

the merits of his case. 

In Re Madrid Banking Co., Wilkinson’s case, 15 W.R. 
499, L, R. 2 Ch. App. 536, Wilkinson did not raise his 
case of Variation until after the winding-up, alleging 
that he did not discover the Variation till afterwards, 
and the Lords Justices (Turner and Lord Cairns) in de- 
ciding that he must remain on the register, treated the 
question eolely on the merits, deciding against him be- 
cause he had not proved that he did not discover the 
Variation earlier. Had they been of opinion that after 
the winding-up his case was not open on its merits, they 
might have taken that short ground. This point, how- 
éver, does not seem to have been argued, he ig. rather 
strange that there should be no authority on suche point. 
It is one of some difficulty, but, considering that a mem- 
ber of a company is defined. to be “every one who has 
phe ” to become one, and that, while in the misrepre- 
sentation care the party did in fact agree to become a 


Member in the company, in the Variation case he did 
ot in fact ogtee to Lecome £0, it is prolable that the 


——— 


80 the complainant says— I agreed to become a member ; Court would hold that the commencement of a winding. 
ag: 
8 


} up will not necessarily estop the ge! from. o 
j against the creditors a case of Variation. arg 
the Courts now incline strongly to affecting the 
shareholder with notic2 of the articles, and holg 
ing that a very slight delay will amount to, a 
affirming acquiescence,—the contributory would get very: 
little advantage from the power of opening his cage on 
the merits after the winding-up. Assuming that hemay 
do so, the only advantage to him will be. when tho 
winding-up. follows very closely on the allotment to him,. 
or the publication of the articles, as the case may 
begins, in fact, before his acquiescence had time to operate,. 

Where the case on the merits is that there was no 
agreement to take shares in any company whatever, the: 
contention may be as in Addinell’s case, 14 W. R, 72, 
that a condition introduced into the contraet by one 
or the other party was never acquiesced in ; or, as in 
Hebb's case, 15 W. R. 754, L. R. 5 Eq, 9, that the appli. 
cation was withdrawn before acceded to; or, as in Re 
Bowron, Baily, § Co.( Baily’s case), 16 W. RB. 1098, that 
unreasonable delay occurred in making the allotment. In 
all these cases, if the party has a case, good on its 
merits, that he never agreed to take any shares what- 
ever, it makes no difference to him that a winding-up 
finds him on the register. If he has acquiesced in his 
name remaining there, that is a matter affecting the 
merits of his case, as an affirmation by him of the con- 
tract by which the company sought to bind him, and is 
anotker thing altogether, 

In such cases as these, in which the party never agreed 
to anything at all, it is sufficient for him to give to the 
company a notice that he repudiates the allotment made 
to him, 

In Baily’s case (ubi. sup.), Baily had a right tobe 
struck off on the ground of unreasonable delay in 
making the allotment. On February 12, 1867, he wrote 
to the company that he repudiated the allotment. They 
did not strike him off the register, and there he re- 
mained until the following October, when a call was de- 
manded. After thishe moved to be struck off, and suc- 
ceeded, Vice-Chancellor Wocd saying :—*“ In his 
letter he clearly put himself at arm’slength with the 
company, having attended no meeting and paid no call, 
and no further communication took place between him 
and the company until November, I threw out s 
doubt whether he had not lost his right by taking no 
further step in the interval, but Pellatt’s case (15 W.B. 
726, L. R. 2 Ch. App. 528) and Hebb’s case clearly 
satisfy me that so long as a person has rejected the 
shares it is not his business to get his name off the re- 
gister.”’ 

The Vice-Chancellor’s concluding words must be 
restricted in their application to cases of the class then 
before him. As to cases of that class the principle is 
well established. 


LEGAL EDUCATION. 
No. III. 

For scme years before any combined movement was 
made by the Inns of Court in the direction of an im- 
proved system of legal education, fitful and ieolated 
attempts were made by several of the inne—not of 
kind to produce any substantial practical result, but sufii- 
cient to show that there was judgment and conscience 
enongh among the benchers to make them feel the disgrace 
of the existing state of things. But in 1852, under the 
influence of the present Lord Westbury, the four Inns of 
Court were induced to combine in the oreation of an 
united council. of Legal Education, the appointment of 
readers in different branches of law, and the institution 
of prizes'in the form of studentships, to be won by opem 
competition; and since that time they bave added several 








© Or (wo presume) if the party chooses to proceed by motion, 





giving notice of motion. 
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‘naller prizes to. the studentships.originally instituted. 
But the chance of gaining some of these prizes is the only 
inducement they have ever held out to students to acquire 
aknowledge of law, or show their knowledge, by sub- 
mitting to an examination. Changes, in addition to the 
thus first introduced, have from time to time since 
heen made. The result is that at present five gentlemen 
now deliver lectures and hold classes on the following 
subjects :—Common, Law, Equity, Real Property Law, 
Soustitutional Law and Legal History, and Jurisprudence 
and the Civil Law. Each reader lectures publicly once 
q week for about seven months in the year, and holds a 
vate class about as often. Two or three times a year an 
examination is held for those who intend to be called to 
the bar, and choose to pass this examination; and there 
are occasional examinations besides,at which students 
ate, if they like, examined in the subjects of the various 
jectures. In this way, we have arrived at the present 
eoentric code of rules governing the admission of candi- 
dates for the bar. The resulé of these rules at present is 
this: —Every person who wishes tobe admitted to an Inn of 
Court as a student must pass an elementary examination 
in English and Latin, unless he comes from any uuiver- 
sity. Having been admitted a student, he must remain 
so for twelve terms, that is, three years. In each of 
those terms he must dine in hall six times, unless he is at 
the same time a member of an university, in which case 
three dinners a term are enough. He must further, as a 
gondition of being called to the bar, either attend for 
one year the public and private lectures of any two of the 
readers, or spend not less than a year in all as a pupil of 
one or more practitioners, or pass an examination. The 
only other conditions imposed are that—first, on admis- 
sion to the Inn, and, secondly, on admission to the bar, 
the candidate shall pay down considerable sums of 
money in fees and stamp duties ; and that he shall make 
‘small annual payment to the Inn, and that he shall 
not be an attorney,.or anything at all like an attorney. 
We have called this system eccentric, and we know no 
‘word which describes it better. What is most remark- 
‘able about it is not its inefficiency, though it is ineffi- 
cient enough, but its sheer grotesqueness—the utter ab- 
sence of any purpose or principle of any kind, wise or 
unwise, sound or ungsound—the incongruity of its seve- 


‘In old times, as we have seen, the Inns kept two 
‘objects steadily in view, and to a very fair extent suc- 
ceeded in attaining them. They sought first to bring all 
the members of the Inn into constant intercourse, by 
making them live together, dine together, discuss law 
together. And the opponents of change and defenders of 
the existing state of things always fall back upon this 
view, and say the true way to train law students is not 
to teach them law directly, but to compel them to asso- 
ciate with lawyers. They will then, it is said, learn law 
for themselves. Be it so, There is much truth in this, 
though it is not the whole truth. But how do the Inns 
tow act upon the view. They provide dinners in hall 
during term; that is, for about twelve weeks in the 
year. They shut up the hall for the rest of the year. 
They diminish the number of dinners to be kept by 
members of universities, for the express purpose of 
‘nabling them to keep terms without spending more than 
three days at a time in London. They make no attempt 
to provide or reserve chambers for the residence of stu- 
dents, or to encourage them in any way to reside within 
r near their own precincts, They do nothing whatever 
directly to promote the association of students with one 
“another or with their elders. The only thing which tends 
to attract students within the precincts of their Inn is 
the library, And the libraries themselves, though about 
the only useful things that the Inns provide, are by no 
means what they ought to be, and by no means utilised 
to the utmost, 
The second object sought by the Inns of Court in old 
‘times was to secure that students should go through a 
defined course of training, under the guidance and di- 








rection of specified teachers. And the present rules seem 
to suggest that their framers had some hazy notions in 
their minds about. the utility of systematic study. But 
let us see what their notions are. We have nothing to 
say against one of the alternatives they offer—the exami- 
nation. Any one who passes it must, no doubt, have ac- 
quired some knowledge of law. But, as the examina- 
tion is purely voluntary, very few indeed of those who 
are called to the bar do choose to pass it, The other al- 
ternatives are attendance upon any two courses of lec- 
tures, or being the pupil of a special pleader, equity 
draftsman, conveyancer, or practising barrister of any 
kind. The Council of Legal Education have no prefe- 
rence about the matter. They are equally well content 
that a man should have heard something about constitu- 
tional law and the civil law, or about common law and 
equity, or should have seen something of the pleading 
and practice of any of our courts, or of the details of 
conveyancing. If any man likes to do more than is re- 
quired of him, and attend lectures in more than two sub- 
jects, the Council of Legal Education have nothing to say 
about the order in which he should take them. Ii is 
wholly unimportant, it seems, in their eyes whether 
you learn common law first and equity after, or 
equity first and common law after, or both at the same 
time. If you go as a pupil to a conveyancer or a special 
pleader it is all the same when you go, whether in your 
first year or your third, and it is all the same whether 
you go after a previous course of study or whether you 
make your first acquaintance with the law of real pro- 
perty by drawing uses to bar dower, or with the common. 
law by drawing a pleaof Liberum Tenementum. Ali these 
are points upon which the Council and the Inns not only 
lay down no rule, but make no suggestion. They have 
no preference for any one branch of study over aoy 
other, or for any one order of study over any other. 

Under such circumstances we need hardly say that 
nobody ever attends the lectures of the readers to any 
real purpose, except the few who intend to pass the ex- 
amination. The rest, the great mass of students, learn 
law as pupils in the chambers of men in practice. And 
this is a mode of learning of immense value if pro- 
perly used, and which is never likely to be discontinued. 
But it ought never to stand alone or first. It needs no 
argument to show that you ought to learn principles 
first and apply them after, and not apply them first 
and learn them after. Yet the latter is precisely the 
present method of learning law. Hitherto we have 
spoken almost exclusively of education for the bar ; 
but the education of the two branches of the profession 
ought to be, and will have to be, arranged upon some 
common principle, In old times attorneys were freely 
admitted to the advantages of the Inns of Court. At 
one time they were obliged to belong either to an Inn 
of Court or an Inn of Chancery. But for several cen- 
turies they have been rigidly excluded, and now no one 
can be at the same time a member of an Inn of Court 
and an attorney or attorney’s clerk. Our readers do not 
need {to be reminded that the attorneys, as a body, 
being thus thrown upon their own resources, have pro- 
vided for themselves a plan of legal education, and the 
means of carrying it out; and that among them a 
system of teaching by lectures followed by compulsory 
examinations has been in operation for more than thirty 
years, and with very useful results. 

The importance of providing the best possible system 
of Legal Education cannot be overrated. The adminis- 
tration of the law is too serious a matter to justify our 
running any avoidable risk of ignorance or inefficiency 
in those engaged in it, And of all possible subjects of 
study, English Law is, perhaps, the one in which the 
student most needs some help and guidance, for his sub- 
ject is vast and scattered, and has naturally, and in 
itself, neither system ner symmetry. Moreover, this 
difficulty is on the increase. With the complex relations 
of modern civilization, law has necessarily become ex- 
tended in all directions, and new divisions have been ine 
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troduced. We have not only common lawyers and equity 
lawyers; we have criminal lawyers and real property law- 
yers, joint-stock lawyers and mercantile lawyers, railway 
lawyers and patent lawyers, and a host more. Certain 
courts and certain judges have become in practice almost 
appropriated to certain classes of cases. Judges in their 
judgments recur less and less to first principles. Anom- 
alies and exceptional rules, applicable to particular 
classes of transactions, are less and less checked or con- 
trolled; for a specialist never sees much beyond his 
specialty. And all this, while it greatly increases the 
importance of a sound and systematic’ knowledge of 
the general principles of law, also increases very much 
the difficulty of obtaining it. 

But, in addition to the reasons arising from the na- 
ture and importance of the law itself, there are special 
reasons in this country why a sound teaching in law 
should be provided, and sound knowledge of law re- 
quired as a condition of admission to the legal profes- 
sion. The profession is a close one, and its members 
enjoy peculiar privileges and are subject to peculiar 
restrictions. The legal professions generally have a 
monopoly of the conduct of all legal proceedings. The 
bar have a monopoly of the right of audience in almost 
all courts of justice; and they enjoy a complete im- 
munity from legal liability for their professional acts. 
And the legal profession, and almost entirely the one 
branch of it, have a monopoly of all judicial offices 
and offices connected with courts of justice both at 
home and abroad. The Legislature, which confers 
these privileges, owes it to the public to provide that the 
men upon whom it confers them shall be fit to exercise 
them to the benefit of the public. But the legal pro- 
fesrion, and especially the bar, not only enjoy privileges; 
they are also subjected to restrictions. They cannot 
work in their own way, or on their own termz. They 
cannot form partnerships. They cannot seek employ- 
ment as other men can. They are denied the advan- 
tage and protection of open competition. The Legisla- 
ture, which imposes these restrictions or allows them to 
be imposed, owes to those upon whom they are imposed 
to protect them against the unfair competition of mani- 
festly unfit persons. 

There is a further special reason why an efficient system 
of legal education should be established and applied to 
all branches of the profession of the law. The duty of 
maintaining such a system is not a mere general duty 
morally obligatory upon the Legislature. It is, further, 
a specific duty resting upon certain individuals, who have 
the power to discharge it, and want nothing but the will. 
The duty of educating students for the bar, and the right 
of admitting them to the bar, has been delegated to the 
Inns of Court, For the purpose of discharging those 
functions properly they have every requisite except in- 
clination. Two of those Inns, the two Temples, 
hold their property upon an express trust for the 
entertainment and edneation cf the students and 
professors of the law. The other two inns do not 
hold subject to any such express trust. Butthere can be 
no doubt that they must be regarded as subject in foro 
conscientia to the same truste, And atany rate the state 
which gives them so great and valuable a monopoly as 
the role right of admitting to the bar, is entitled to 
require and ought to require of them the discharge of 
corresponding duties. What the Inns of Court now are, 
and what they may be made we shall point out ina final 
article, 








Atronsyys’ Costs 1x Banknurtcy.—An attorney’s bill 
submitted for taxation in the Bristol District Bankruptcy Court, 
last week, contained the following novel item :—-* Attending 
messenger who informed me that a cat was locked up on the 
bankruyt’s premises ; attending same, and releasing cat, 6s, 8d.” 
At first this unique charge was taxed off by the registrar, but 
on the explanation that the stock on the premises was a valuable 
one, and might suffer considerable damage if the cat were allowed 
to remain in undisputed possersion, the item was restored,— 
The Grocer. 
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RECENT DECISIONS. 


EQUITY. 
Wuat 1s “A DEMAND” TO MAKE INTEREST REcoygp.. 
ABLE ? 

Re East of England Bank, LC. & L.5., 17 W. RB. 18, 

The rule of common law anciently was that interest. 
was only recoverable on a debt, whether simple contragt. 
or by specialty, when expressly agreed to be paid by the- 
debtor. The rule, as modified by 3 & 4 Will. 4,c. 42, a, 
28, 29, and 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110, s. 17, now is, that interest 
is only recoverable where there is » contract to pay it, 
or judgment has been recovered, or a demand for pay— 
ment has been made. The rule in equity, that interest 
is given from the date of the decree in an administra- 
tien suit, is no exception to the rule, because such a de- 
cree is in the nature of a judgment enuring for the bene-. 
fit of all creditors alike, and leaves them in the situation 
of creditors who have recovered judgment at law simul- 
taneously, 

Interest, however, was always payable upon negotiable- 
securities, or where the usage of trade required it, when. 
the contract was silent as to the rate of interest. This 
is no rule of common law, but arule of the law merchant, 
imported into our system, which courts of justice are 
bound to know and recognise. Upon every negotiable 
instrument, where no mention of interest is made, inter- 
est runs from the date of its maturity, or from the time- 
of demand where no period of payment is fixed, and not 
from the date of the security, the time of demand being 
in such cases the maturity of the instrument. The rate of 
interest under the law merchant in these cases is at the 
present day five per cent. In the case of the Hast of Eng- 
land Banking Company the Full Court of Appeal gave the 
holders of their promissorynotes five per cent. from the time 
ofdemand. The bank had been wound up and had paid 
their creditors in full, including the holders of their promis-- 
sory notes current atthe time of the stoppage ; and the ques- 
tion raised between the bank and the Provincial Bank- 
ing Corporation, who were the holders of their notes, was, 
whether any and what interest was payable on them, 
The decision of the Court was in compliance with the 
law merchant, and of course involved the making a call 
on the contributories for the purpose of paying the in-. 
terest. The Vice-Chancellor (Sir R. Malins) had given four 
per cent. only, and for a different reason (16 W. R. 840). 
His Honour felt himself bound to follow, until cancelled,. 
the much-donbted rule 26 of the General Orders under 
the Companies Act, 1862,—a rule which, it will be re- 
membered, provides that creditors whose debts do not 
carry interest shall be entitled to four per cent. from the 
date of the winding-up order. The rule, condemned by 
a series of vbiter dicta from Re Hatfield Patent Cask 
Company, 11 W. R. 971, downwards, again received extra- 
judicial reprobation on this occasion. It must be con- 
ceded that the rule was ultra vires of the judges; yet wo 
do not see how the Vice-Chancellor, presiding in a court 
of first. resort, could do otherwise than follow it until 
cancelled. The powers of the judges authorised to frame: 
the general orders extended only to the regulating the: 
mode of proceeding under the Companies Act, 1862, Ai 
winding-up order under that Act is in the nature of a 
decree for the dissolution of a partnership. Such order 
or decree extends only to settling the equitiesof the partners 
between themselves and to winding upthe partnership or 
company but does not give the creditors of the partners 
judgment against the company or entitle them to any in- 
terest in respect of their claims on it: Re Herefordshire 
Banking Company, 15 W. R. 1056, L. R., 4 Eq. 250. A 
similar decision to the present was come to by Wood, 
V.0.,in Le State Fire Insurance Company, 13 W. RB. 
152, where the debt was one upon which interest could 
have been recovered by way of damages in an action at 
law, 

It may, therefore, now be treated as settled that the: 





holders of promissory notes of a bank which has stopped 


SSH AERSERSELE ESTES ll a 


eas 


~ 8 4 hehehehe ee TAR SWRESBE B 





Feb. 6,1869. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 


265 








=—— 

ent are entitled under the law merchant to five per 
cent. from the time of demand, and to have a call made 
for that purpose only, where the debts have been paid in 


je point of equal interest in the case was, whe- 
ther a sufficient demand had been made to entitle the 
rs to interest. The notes were payable either at 
the banking-house at Norwich, or at the London and 
Westminster Bank, and had been sent in to the liquidator’s 
office accompanied by the usual particulars of claim, and 
thisw as relied on by the Provincial Bank Corporation as 
constituting a demand which was technically sufficient 
to entitl2 them to interest from the date. The Court was 
with them on this point. The law merchant does not 
require any particular form of demand for the purpose of 
obtaining interest upon the debt, and it seems that a 
claim of this kind is technically sufficient, though it 
ints to no more than the obtaining a pro ratd share 
of the assets in the liquidation, and does not amount to 
a faxmal demand, on the day and at the place of pay- 
wment, of principal and interest. 
Where.a demand is insufficient, it is generally so from 
vthe demandant neglecting to comply with some condition 
nt to the demand. This arises most often in 
the case of a condition as to the place o: demand. In 
Sands v. Clarke, 8 ©. B. 751, this is discussed. In 
Bowes v. Howe, 5 Tau. 30, where the promise was to pay 
at the Workington Bank, the Court held that no breach 
was.eccasioned by the fact that the giver of the note 
‘had become insolvent and refused to pay at Workington 
or anywhere else. This did not dispense with the per- 
formance by the plaintiff of the condition precedent— 
ie, demand at the Workington Bank, though the plaintiff 
must have known that an application there would be 
mscless. It is true that useless conditions are not re- 
to be peeformed (Mayne’s case, 5 Rep. 25) ; but 
applies-only to a case where the defendant endea- 
‘wours to impede the performance of an useless condition, 
jin which case his endeavour will be frustrated 
by the Court dispensing with the performance of it. 
Where, however, the conditions precedent to demand are 
performed it seems, from the case before us, that anything 
in the shape of a demand is enough. But the claimant 
must make the demand, or do something equivalent, 
before he is entitled to interest. 


CONDITIONAL ACCEPTANCE OF SHARES. 


Re Aldborough Hotel Company (Simpson’s case), M. B., 
17 W. BR. 110. 


‘The cases where an allottee of shares in a company 
applies in the winding-up to havehis name removed from 
the register,on the ground that he accepted the allot- 
ment upon a condition which has not been fulfilled by 
the company, seem naturally to fall into two classes, of 
which Pellatt’s case, 15 W. R. 726, and Lkington's case, 
#. 665, may respectively be taken as examples, In the 
case before us, which was governed by Pellatt’s case, 
there was a conditional proposal by the allottee to take 
‘shares, provided he got a contract to execute cer- 
tain repairs for the company. The allottee performed 
his part of the contract; the company did not perform 
their part: and, on the winding-up commencing, when 
‘specific performance by the company had become impos- 
sible, the allottee’s name was removed from the register 
‘on his own application. It is important to observe the 

ction between this case and Elkington's case, as 
Upon it must depend the fate of applications of this na- 
ture. We see by the present case that where A. takes 
shares on condition of the company giving him a contract. 
‘and the performance of this contract on the company’s 
Part becomes impossible, the company cannot resist the 
Temoval of A.’s name from their register. But where A. 
‘takes shares unconditionally, as in Llkington’s case, and 
‘enters into a collateral and subordinate agreement as to 
‘paying the calls by goods to be supplied or otherwise, the 
effect of the unconditional acceptance of the shares will 





not be affected by the subordinate agreement so far as 
regards his name remaining on the register, but the ap- 
plicant must remain in the absolute position of a share- 
holder, without prejudice to any controversy he may 
raise in other proceedings upon the subordinate agree- 
ment itself. 

We may remark, in passiug, that the decision in 
Simpson's case has been recently affirmed by the Lords 
Justices. 

Cases of conditional allotment are of common occur- 
rence in the inception of new companies. How far they 
are legal may be doubted. Whether they are so or not 
must depend on the particular circumstances of each case, 
and the powers of the directors as defined by the articles 
of association, but, having regard to the opinion of the 
Lords Justices, as expressed in Pellate’s case, it must be 
admitted that, as a general rule, directors are not justi- 
fied in entering into such conditional agreements ag 
those in Pellatt’s case and Elkington’s case, 


= > 
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STOPPAGE IN TRANSITU.* 
Fraser v. Witt, M.R., 17 W. R. 92. 


In order that the doctrine of stoppage in transitu may 
become applicable to any case, three things seem to be 
essential: first, that the vendor should have parted with 
his property; secondly, that the ¢ransitus should not be 
over when notice is given to the holder; thirdly, that the 
purchaser should be in a state amounting to insolvency, 
when the notice is given. Unless the case presents 
these three features, it is certain that, whatever the ven- 
dor’s rights may be at common law, or in equity, he has 
no right at mercantile law to stop the goods. In 
Fraser v. Witt a case was made by the evidence which 
presented all three features; and consequently the bill, 
which was in substance a bill to restrain the vendor from 
dealing with the goods comprised in the notice of 
stoppage, was dismissed with costs. 

The case was very like Berndtson v. Strang, 16 W. R. 
1025, with the exception, perhaps of little moment, that 
the vendor, not the purchaser, chartered the vessel to 
carry the goods. A question in the case was, whether the 
delivery of goods free on board of a vessel chartered on 
the purchaser’s account, and at his risk, amounts toa 
constructive delivery to the purchaser, so as to terminate 
the transit. Lord Wensleydale, in James v. Griffin, 2 M. 
& W. 623, stated what are the different kinds of delivery, 
actual and constructive. That learned jadge’s words 
were cited by Lord Romilly in the course of his judgment. 
The present case did not come within Lord Wensleydale’s 
third kind of constructive delivery, that where the pur- 
chaser takes possession of the goods at a point short of 
their original destination. Had the purchaser, as in Var 
Casteel v. Booker, 2 Ex. 691, sent his own ship for the 
goods, the transit would have ended with the delivery on 
board; but, as Lord Romilly put it, for the transit to be 
thus ended, the receptacle of the goods must be the pur- 
chaser’s own. A vessel though chartered ad Aoc,and bound 
to deliver at a particular destination, and in a particular 
manner, is yet not the purchaser’s own, so as to exclude 
the rule, but the master of such a vessel, asin the case of 
a general ship, isa mere middleman; so that in the pre- 
sent case, as in Bovhtlink v. Inglis, 3 East. 381, the 
transitus was not at an end, 


Wat PowER HAVE Drrecrors TO REFUSE TO RE- 
GISTER TRANSFERS ? 
Re Smith, Knight, $ Company; Weston's Case, LJ, 
17 W. RB. 62. 
Ah essential point of difference between an ordi- 
nary partnership and the statutory partnership called 


| & joint-stock company is, that the members of the 


| 
i 


latter are free to join and resign mombership at 
any time, unlike ordinary partners, Any person 
may become a member of a company limited by 





* See 12 S, J. 646, 954, 
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shares at any time by accepting a transfer of a share 
in it, and may retire from it at will by transferring his 
share, and thereby free himself from all liability, except 
the qualified liability of a past member under section 38 
of the Companies Act, 1862. It was obviously the in- 
tention of the Legislature to make the entrance into, 
as well as the exit from, these companies easy and 
simple, in order to facilitate the great developement of 
joint-stock enterprise which the Legislature in its wisdom 
has of late years seen fit to sanction and foster. This 
being so, to guard against the tendency which share- 
holders, as well as rats, exhibit to quit the sinking vessel, 
we find that most articles of association contain a power 
to refuse to register transfers more or less qualified, re- 
served in favour of the directors. But for some such 
power, itis to be expected that when a company is cn tho 
verge of failure the original names on the shareholder’s 
register will disappear and be replaced by others not to 
be found in the “ Directory ” or the parish rate-book. It 
would seem that, in the absence of power to reject a 
transfer, the directors are bound to register it; and cases 
like De Pass’s case, 7 W. R. 682; Ex parte Castello, 9 
W. R. 6, and Slater’s case, 14 W. BR. 446, show, if proof be 
needed, that shareholders have an unqualified right, in 


the absence of any such provision, to transfer their shares | 
even to paupers, and with the express object of escaping | 


liability onthem. Hence, it follows that the articles of 
association ought to be so framed, as to give the direc- 
tors the fullest discretion to inquire into the attendant 
circumstances of every transfer, and to refuse it where 
they see adequate grounds for so doing. 

Lord Romilly seems to have held, in Weston’s case, 
when before him (16 W. R. 887), as he did also in Par- 
hker’s case, 15 W. R. 974, that an inherent jurisdiction is 
vested in the directors of a company to refuse to register 
transfers for the express purpose of escaping liability; 
but his Lordship’s view has not been followed by the 
Court of Appeal. This being so, the jurisdiction should be 
conferred on the directors by the articles of association. 
Such powers, however, must be limited by the require- 
ments of the public, who demand the right, under ordi- 
nary circumstances, of retiring on finding a transferee; 
norcan we conceive anything more likely to damage a 
company than a power possessed and acted on by the 
directors of rejecting transfers without substantial 
reasons. Even where they do possess such a power, they 
must exercise it reasonably, and will be controlled by the 
Court in e0 doing: Robinson v. Chartered Bank, 14 W. R. 
71. Butthe Lord Justice Wood clearly laid it down in the 
case before us, that, apart from any power to refuse, it is 
neither competent for directors, nor is it their duty, to 
inquire into the condition in life of the proposed trans- 
ferce, as a ground of refusal to register. 

The above remarks refer only to transfer in good faith 
of the shareholders’ interest, Where the transfer is false 
and hollow, or there is a secret reservation of some bene- 
fit in favour of the transferor, such conduct may lead to 
the transfer being set aside, or to the result in Parker’s 
case, where the directors having declined to register the 
transfer, the Court, though of opinion that the directors 
had no power to do so, declined to rectify the register at 
the instance of the transferee, but left him to his remedy 
by bill. 


COMPOSITION DEEDS AND DISSENTIENT CREDITORS. 
Te Deacon, 17 W. BR, 129, 137. 

Deeds of composition and arrangement with creditors 
are favoured by the law, where the debtor is giving up 
the whole of his property to be rateably distributed 
among his creditors. Where this is so, particularly where 
one oi more creditors might otherwise have swept off all 
the available assets, to the exclusion of the others, the 
Court will not, as a general rule, go behind the deed to 
inquire how the requisite number of assents was obtained, 
But, if it be shown that the debtor is retaining a sub- 
stantial part of his property, the Court will at once look 
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into the motives which actuated the assenting creditors, 
even where the creditors are getting as much under the 
deed as they would by a bankruptcy. The mere fact, as 
it seems, of a bankrupt not giving up the whole of his 
property by the deed throws that suspicion upon it which. 
puts the Court upon inquiry. The true intent of com. 
position under the Bankruptcy Act is, we submit, not ay 
some creditors, as well as debtors, appear to think—that 
the debtor should make a bargain to give up so much of 
his property, in order to save the creditors the delay and 
expense of a bankruptcy, but that he should give up the. 
whole of it, in order to spare himself the humiliation of 
an appearance in the gazette of bankrupts. In the cage. 
which led to these remarks the bankrupt virtually gaye 
gave up half his property only, inasmuch as on retiring 
on half pay he received and handed over to the creditors 
about half what the selling value of his commission 
would be, retaining, of course, the benefit of the half 
pay to the exclusion of his creditors. This was of itself 
a circumstance to put the Court on inquiry; and, being- 
thus put on inquiry, the Court ascertained enough to. 
induce it to set the deed aside as against a dissentient 
creditor. The fact that under the deed the creditors were: 
getting as much as they would have got under a. 
bankruptcy, was of no weight in the apparent absence of 
a straightforward intention to protect their own interests. 
only, and not those of the debtor, which assenting credis 
tors must display in order to make their assent binding 
on a dissentient minority. 





COMMON LAW. 


PERFORMANCE OF CONTRACT RENDERED IMPOSSIBLE” 
BY THE AcT OF GoD. 


Boast vy. Firth, C.P.17 W. R. 29. 


“ Where there is a positive contract to do a thing, not 
in itself unlawful, the coutractor must perform it, or 
pay damages for not doing it, although in consequence 
of unforseen accidents the performance of his contract 
has become unexpectedly burdensome or even impossible” 
(Zaylor v. Caldwell, 11 W. R. 726), One of the oldest 
authorities for this rule is the case of Paradine v. Jane, 
(Aleyn 27), in the reign of Charles I. That was an ac- 
tion for rent of land. Plea, that Prince Rupert and a 
hostile army had dispossessed the defendant and kept 
him out of possession, The plea was held to be bad 
and to afford no answer to the claim for rent. So ina 
more modern case, Izod v. Gorton (5 Bing. N. C. 591), it 
has been decided that rent for a building continues 
payable even although the building has been destroyed 
by accidental fire. ‘This is the general rule, but like all. 
other general rules, it is subject to many exceptions, of, 
one of which Boast v. Virth is an example. This was 
an action by a master upon an apprenticeship deel, for 
a refusal by the apprentice to serve him. Plea, that the 
apprentice was prevented from serving by the act of. 
God, to wit by permanent illness. It was held, on 
demurrer, that the plea was good on the ground that 
“when a contract is one of personal service, non-pre- 
vention by the act of God is an implied condition, and. 
this is such a contract.” This case would apparently 
have been without difficulty even if there had been no 
direct authority upon the question, But there was in 
fact ample authority for thedecision. In Hallv. Wright 
(8 W. R, Ex. Ch. 160), Pollock, C.B., says, “ all the con- 
tracts for personal services which can be performed only 
during the lifetime of the party contracting, are sub- 
ject to the implied condition that he shall be alive to 
perform them, . . So acontract to write a book 
or to paint a picture would, in my judgment, be deemed 
subject to the condition that if the author became insane, 
or the painter paralytic, and so incapable of performing 
the contract by the act of God, he would not be liable 
personally in damages any more than his executors 
would be liable if he had been remoyed by death.” In 


Taylor y, Caldwell the same law is laid down, and in. 
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the judgment the case is put of an apprentice dying, 
and the Court say, “surely it cannot be that an action 
would lie” for breach of the covenant to serve. 
It is often very difficult to know when the breach of 
a contract can be legally excused on the ground that the 
breach was caused by the act of God. Cases might 
easily be suggested in which it would be impossible to 
find undisputed authorities on which to form an opinion. 
The general rule is, however, clear, and it is well ex- 
in the sentence we have quoted from Taylor v. 
Caldwell, The exception is also well established - that 
the rule does not apply where the contract is subject to 
gn express or an implied condition, and such a condition 
is implied in any contract which necessarily depends for 
its performance upon the life or personal skill of one of 
the contracting parties. 


INTERROGATORIES—TENDENCY TO CRIMINATE. 
Edmunds v. Greenwood, C.P., 17, W. R. 142. 


Objection is often made to interrogatories at Judges’ 
Chambers on the ground that they are of a criminating 
tendency, and that if answered in the affirmative they 
may expose the person interrogated to criminal proceed- 
ings or to the risk of a forfeiture. The question whether 
such interrogotories should be allowed has often come 
before the Courts at Westminster by way of appeal from 
the decisions at chambers. There was formerly some 
conflict of authority on the point, but it may now be con- 
sidered settled law that it is no objection to interrogatories 
that answers to them may possibly tend to criminate, but 
the objection must come from the person interrogated on 
oath. We had occasion to notice last month (ante p. 115), 
in commenting upon M‘Fadzen v. The Mayor, S¢., of 
Liverpool (16 W. R. 1212), the most important cases that 
have been decided upon this question, and we need not 
repeat the list here. In M‘Fudzen v. The Mayor, Sc., of 
Liverpeol, the last case on the subject before Edmunds 
v. Greenwood, Bramwell, B., said, ““I think that unless 
we see the question to be clearly objectionable we ought 
to allow it to be put, and let the objection be made when 
the party interrogated comes to answer the question.’ 
This expresses very well the rule that is now generally 
acted upon. 

Edmunds vy. Greenwood is an example of acase in which 
theinterrogatories were considered to be “clearly objection- 
able.” The action was forlibels alleged to be contained in 
certain official reports made by the defendant. The in- 
terrogatories inquired into a variety of matters from 
which evidence might be obtained as to the fact and 
nature of the publication of these reports, as to the 
animus of the defendant in making the reports, and as 
to the authority with which he had been invested to 
make the inquiry which was the subject matter of the 
reports, These questions were precisely those which 
must necessarily arise on the trial. The defendant in a 
ase like this being almost certain to rely upon the fact 
hat the alleged libel was a privileged communication, 
nd this defence would render it necessary for the plain- 
iff to show either actual malice on the defendant, or 
ome publication beyond the scope of the privilege, or 
ome other excess by the defendant beyond the rights 
onferred by the privilege, The direct object of the 
questions was to make the defendant admit that he had 
published the reports under circumstances which ren- 
dered him liable to an action for libel, and as an action- 
able libel is always also indictable, the direct object of 
the questions was to make the defendant admit that he 
had committed a crime. 

On this ground the Court, after taking time to oon- 
sider their judgment, decided that the interrogatories 
ought not to be allowed. The judgment contains a re- 
view of the authorities on the question, and the conclusion 
was arrived at because “ the direct and express tendency 
of these interrogatories was to make the defendant crimi- 
nate himself, and, if he answered in the affirmative, to 
subject him to criminal proceedings.” 





Edmunds v. Greenwood and M‘Fadzen v. The Mayor, 
Sc., of Liverpool, may usefully be compared as illustrat- 
ing the rule which governs the Courts in allowing inter- 
rogatories to be administered. These two cases show 
that it is no objection to interrogatories that they may 
criminate, but if the direct object is to criminate, they 
will not be allowed. 


Support oF SURFACE FROM SUBJACENT STRATA. 
Richards v. Jenkins, Ex., 17 W. R. 30. 

It is a presumption of fact that the owner of the sur- 
face of land is also owner of all that lies immediately 
below the surface, as well as of all buildings, &c., that 
are above it. It may, however, always be shown that the 
surface and the subjacent strata really belong to different 
owners, and this separation is very common in mining 
districts. Where this severance of ownership exists, the 
owner of the surface, in the absence of any special stipu- 
lations on the subject, is entitled to a reasonable support 
from the subjacent strata, and if this support is removed 
he may maintain ap action against the person who so re- 
moves it to recover compensation for the damage actually 
done. This is well settled law, but it has never been 
decided whether “ reasonable support” means what is 
necessary for the surface in its natural state without any 
buildings, or with such buildings as were on it at the time 
that the surface and mines vested in different owners, or 
whether it means reasonable support for any ordinary 
purpose to which land is likely to be put, amongst which 
would bs the purpose of erecting houses or other build- 
ings. This question arose in Richards v. Jenkins, but 
not being necessary for the decision of the case it was 
only noticed and not decided. Kelly, C.B., delivering the 
judgment of himself and of Martin, B., says, “ Speaking 
for myself, I would express a hope that when the time 
for its decision (i.¢., of this question of support) shall ar- 
rive it will be held that a reasonable support to the surface 
means a support to it not merely in its original condition, 
but in its application to all the ordinary and useful pur- 
poses of life in a state of society, and among them to th - 
purpose of building houses for the providing of dwelling; 
for mankind;” and he goes on to say that it would 
be premature to consider the effect of placing a 
railway, or cathedral,or other unusually heavy building 
on the surface. Channell, B., notices that it is not ne- 
cessary to decide the question in this case, but he says, 
“Tt seems more in accordance with the analogy to other 
cases to hold that the additional burden of having to 
leave support for a building subsequently erected can 
only be imposed on the owner of the minerals by a 
twenty years’ user.” 

It has already been decided that a landowner is entitled 
to support for his land in its natural stat> from the adja- 
cent land, but he can only become entitled to snpport for 
buildings by grant or by prescription. The principle 
of the cases which establish this seems to apply to cases 
between the owners of the surface and of the subjacent 
land, and the opinion of Channell, B., as he himself says, 
seems to be “ more in accordance with the analogy to 
other cases ” than that of Kelly, C.B. 

The question is, however, now left entirely in doubt, 
and must so remain until it receives judicial decision. 
The points actually decided in Richards v. Jenkins turned 
rather upon the special facts of the case than upon any 
general principal of law, and we therefore do not notice 
them, but the case itself is of interest as showing the op- 
posite views that may at present be held upon the ques- 
tion of the right of support for the surface of land from 
the subjacent strata. 


At a Privy Council held at Osborne on Thursday, Lond 
Justice Giffard was sworn in as a Privy Councillor, and Vice- 
Chancellor James received the honour of knighthood. , 

It is stated that no gentleman has yet been fixed upon as 
suitable to be introduced to the constituency as a eandidate for 
the representation of Bradford in the room of Mr. Ripley. 
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REVIEWS. 


Indian Criminal Law and Procedure, including the Procedure 
in the High Courts as well as that in the Courts not estab- 
lished by Royal Charter, with Forms of Charges and Notes 
on Evidence, illustrated by a large number of English Cases 
and Cases decided in the High Court of India, and an Ap- 
pendix of selected Acts passed by the Legislative Council 
relating to Criminal Matters. By M. H. Star.ixe, Esq., 
LL.B, of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law. London: 
W. H. Allen & Co., 13, Waterloo-place, Pall-mall. Bom- 
bay: Thacker, Vining, & Co. 

The want of such a book as that which under the above 
extensive title is offered to the legal world was felt by the 
author in “‘ getting up the subject of Indian criminal law 
and procedure from the various Acts scattered through the 
Statute Book of the Legislative Council of India and the 

lish Statute Book.” Nor is this want confined to the 
author. Those studying for the Indian Bar in this country, 
and those of the selected candidates for the Indian Civil 

Service, who honestly endeavour to fit themselves for their 

future work, must feel it also. While in India itself to 

those who are concerned in administering the criminal law 
such a work as that which the author pene to himself 
must, if well carried out, be invaluable. Let us now sce 
how it is carried out. The author has taken for his model 
** Archbold’s Pleading and Evidence in Criminal Cases” as 
far as the first portion of his work is concerned, that is to 
say, he has treated the Indian Penal Code as Archbold 
treated the various English statutes creating offences and 
prescribing punishments. The section of the Penal Code is 
iven, so is a precedent of a charge (corresponding to an 
lish indictment), and then peed ne er ie 
evidence n to support or rebut the charge, glean 
Fartly from Englis h, but npecpely from aie cases. 
he subsequent Acts of the Indian Legislative Council ex- 
planatory or in aid of the Penal Code, as well as those prior 

Acts not repealed thereby, and the English statutes on 

criminal matters which are in force in India, are all worked 


in at the proper places. So that by turning to any portion 
of the Penal Code the exact state of the law and the pro- 


cedure on the point therein treated of may be discerned 
at a glance; and this is decidedly very convenient. 
While giving the author full credit for the labour which 
he has evidently bestowed upon this part of his work, and 
admitting the general soundness of his conclusions, we must 
not be taken to state that the book is faultless. 

In treating of the crimes of giving and fabricating false 
evidence several English cases on perjury are quoted. Now 
many of the English cases on perjury are very likely to mis- 
lead an Indian lawyer, for there is a wide difference be- 
tween perjury according to the English law, and the giving 
and fabricating false evidence in India. This was pointed 
out by Scotland, C.J.,in 2. v. Aidrus Sahib, 1 Madras High 
Court Reports, 40 (cited in the book before us as R, v. 
Airdus Sahib). Nor is the fact that materiality is of the 
essence of the offence of fabricating, but not of that of giving 
false evidence, sufficiently remarked upon. Then again, 
some of the English cases satay upon nuisances do not 
apply, as section 268 of the Penal Code expressly says that 
“acommon nuisance is not excused on the ground that it 
causes some convenience or advantage.” Again, the author 
states too broadly that duelling would come within the ex- 

ion of the code that “culpable homicide is not murder 
when the person whose death is caused, being above the age 
of eighteen years, suffers death, or takes the risk of death 
with his own consent,” the fact being that if a man kills 
another in a duel he is, according to the Indian law, guilty 
either of culpable homicide or of murder, according to 
the circumstances of the case. Again, the author states 
that « wife cannot be charged with receiving stolen propert 
from her husband. This is doubtless so in ngland, but it 
prog echt gee wheter sy beh my oh e did not 
Englis ethat a wife is to be presumed as actin 
= her husband's compulsion, and therefore to be ion 
cent, when she docs an act, which would otherwise be cri- 
minal, in his presence, According to the Penal Code, tho 
ath of a wife in relation to her hus , which would other- 
wise be criminal, is only rendered not culpable by ex- 
provision, asin the case of harbouring (ss. 212 and 


upon and in force in India interpolated at the proper places, 
and with some useful annotations. 

To the student of general j rudence, as well ag to 
anyone ee to acquaint himse: " ae the state of the In- 
dian crimi aw upon any poin any ree 
the work will be undoubtedly very useful. We would, vag 
ever, suggest to the author to distinguish, in his next edi. 
tion, between the English Weekly Reporter and the Cal. 
cutta Weekly Reporier. Employing, as he does, the 
reference W. R. to denote the latter, many of his English 
readers may be inconvenienced. See, for instance, page 
528, where Harvey v. Brice, a Calcutta decision, is cited as 
from “ 4 W. R. 26.” 





COURTS. 


COURT OF CHANCERY. 
SrareMenT oF THE NuMBER OF CausEs, Petitions, &e., 
i of in Court in the week ending Thursday, 
February 4, 1869. 
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PRIVY COUNCIL. 


(Before Lord CLHEMSFoRD, Sir J. Cotviue, Sir J. Napier, 
Sir L. PEEL.) 
Feb. 2.—Re Z. M. D'Silva. 

This was an application on the part of Mr. D’Silva, an 
advocate at Moulmein, in India, who had been struck off 
the rolls, for leave to appeal to Her Majesty in council. 

Bell, in support of the application, said a letter, signed in 
fictitious name, had been sent to the Recorder of the Court 
mentioned, respecting a person who was applying to be ad- 
mitted as an advocate. The letter was sent to the private 
residence ef the judge, and an investigation followed. Mr. 
D’Silva had admitted sending the letter and knowing its 
contents, but he denied having written it. The judge of 
the court had struck the name of Mr. D’Silva off the roll 
of advocates, although he had offered in private to mention 
the name of the writer of the letter, but refused to do so in 
public because it was a confidential communication. He 
submitted that it was a hard measure of justice to proceed 
to the extreme course adopted by the learned recorder. Mr. 
D’Silva had expressed his regret, and it was too much to 
say that in the language of the rule which authorised his 
removal he had been guilty of “ dishonourable or disgrace- 
ful conduct.” 

Lord Cuetmsrorp said the Court had carefully and anxi- 
ously considered the application, and had come to the con- 
clusion that leave to appeal could not be granted. It was 
for the Court below to consider whether the removal should 
have been for a period of time or for a total removal, and 
the recorder having adopted the latter course, having all 
the facts before him, their lordships could not interfere. 
As to the expression “ dishonourable or disgraceful conduct,” 
their lordships thought the learned judge was justified, for 
it was most improper for an advocate to send in private a 
cece or anonymous letter which was meant to do an 
njury to a person who was applying to be admitted. The 
judge of the court had not considered that a removal for a 
time would have been sufficient, or that after repentance 
and contrition the licence might be restored, and therefore, 
in fairness to the recorder, they saw no reason to interfere 
with his decision. 





COUNTY COURTS, 
LAMBETH, 
(Before J. Pirr Tayion, Esq., Judge.) 
Feb, 2,—Hde v. Jarvis. 
Wrongful Distraint, 


Tho defendant is surveyor to the vestry of Camberwoll, 
and in that capacity some fees were due to him from one 





press 
a Pie 
latter half of the work consists mainly of the “Code 
A Criminal Procedure,” with any Acte poy Aare bearing 


Congdon who recently built several houses within the 
defendant's district. The defendant summoned Congdon 
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te, who made an order for ent of the 
mgt on disobeyed the order, and the Hefendant then 


¢btained a warrant under the hand and seal of the magis- 
trate for the seizure of Congdon’s goods. The warrant was 
addressed to @ police officer who employed a broker to exe- 
cite it. On seizing the at Congdon’s house the broker 
qas notified that the belonged to the plaintiff under 
4 bill of sale. The broker, however, removed sufficient 

to satisfy his warrant, and the plaintiff thereupon 

t this — for wrongful distraint. The damages 
were at £20. 

Mr. Pook, for the plaintiff, contended that as the defendant 
set the law in motion he was ible for the acts of those 
qho were employed. If he were not, the plaintiff would 

ically have no remedy at all, as it would be useless to 
sue the policeman or the broker for the amount now claimed. 

Mr, day, for the defendant, relied on the rule of law that 
ne person is liable in damages for the acts of another over 
whom he had no authority or control. The defendant sued 
oat his process against the goods of Congdon, and the war- 
rant distinctly ordered that his goods should be seized ; if the 
officer had done wrong, that was nothing to the defendant. 

Mr. Prrr Taytor said he apprehended that, in a case of 
this kind, the policeman was in the same position as a high 
bailiff of a county court. The suitor who issued a warrant 
was not responsible for what the bailiff did under it, if he 
did wrong. He was personally liable to the person wronged. 
Ifthat were not so some high bailiffs might not be over 
particular as to what they did, and the suitor would thus be 
— ina very awkward position. There was nothing in the 

etropolitan Local Government Acts, so far as they related 
to surveyors, which pecw them in a different position from 
erdinary suitors, The plaintiff must be non-suited with 
costs. 


[Query.—Why should not the “interpleader” process be ap- 
plicable to such a case as this? a process which seems to 
anknown to police courts.] 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Tue Sirs or tHE New Law Covrts. 

Sir,—You give three reasons in your last issue against 
the proposed change of site from Carey-street to the Em- 
bankment. Of the first I have little tosay. No doubt, 
the Carey-street would be more central for the lawyers 
resident in the Temples and Lincoln’s-inn. To those not 
actually resident there a couple of hundred yards will make 
but little difference ; while to the + number who have 
offices in the City or Westminster the Embankment site 
will be much the most convenient. This is, then, a question 
of degree, and, when examined, will be found to weigh but 
little against the other advantages of the proposed change. 


You say, secondly, that the Embankment site is limited. | 


The area was greatly understated, and is, in fact, consider- 
ably larger than tho already cleared Carey-street site, and 
will, in any ease, be ample for all the courts and offices con- 
nected therewith, whilo the records can be placed elsewhere 
to much greater advantage. Thirdly, you say that the 
court will be less accessible on the river-bank ; whereas the 
contrary seoms to me to be the case. Running by the side 
of tho Bt 

Embankment on the other, the courts will have two main 
thoroughfares, by which they can be approached by two 
lines from the east and west, and these thoroughfares will 


be connected with all parts of London by road, rail, and | 


river, 


tically re-opened itself, as tho Caroy-street site is not arge 
enough, and the Commissioners have given notice of their 
intention to apply to Parliament for power to take more 
land, the purchase of which it is estimated will cost betwoen 
six and seven hundred thousand pounds. 

In conclusion, let me call your attention to tho petition 
which is now boing ciroulated, and which sets out farther 
advantages of tho Embankment over the Carey-street site. 

Feb. lst, 1869, Inner ‘Tempe. 

Py: 


Co 
To the Honourable the ooanty,) &o. 
ae humble petition of the undersignod— 


eweth :—- 
That it is in contemplation to erect the now Courts of 
Justice upon a site known as tho Caroy-street sito, 


That in the opinion of titioners it is desirable 
that the site of such new Courts of Justice should be central 
and easily accessible from all parts of the metropolis, and 
ongeeeally from the City and from Westminster. 

t to this end it is necessary that the approaches to 
such site be spacious, numerous, and such as fo distribute 
the traffic, and relieve the more crowded thoroughfares. 

That with a view to economy in construction it is de- 
sirable to select a site possessed already of such i pe 
and accessible by water for the carriage of building 
materials. 

That both for convenience and economy it is desirable 
~~ such site should be accessible by river, by road, and by 


ra 

That, having regard to the importance of the building 

and the just requirements of public taste, the site of the 

new Courts of Justice should be open and conspicuous, and 

~ adjacent buildings sightly and in keeping with the new 
ce 


That it is desirable that such site should be of larger area 
than the Carey-street site above referred to. 

That the space bounded on the north by the Strand, on 
the east by the Temple, on the south by the Thames Em- 
bankment, and on the west by Somerset House, commonly 
known as the Thames Embankment site, combines in a 
ngeer degree than any other site the above-mentioned and 
other advantages. 

Your petitioners, therefore, humbly pray your Honour- 
able House to pass a bill enacting that the new Courts of 
Justice shall be erected upon the Thames Embankment site 
above referred to, and not upon the Carey-street site. 

And your petitioners will ever pray, &c. 





Costs in THE County Courts. 

Sir,—Your correspondent “ E.T.S.” seems to have over- 
looked the fact, that actions for malicious prosecution, libel, 
slander, and seduction, are expressly exempted from the 
jurisdiction of the county courts, by the Acts constituting 
and regulating them, except by agreement in writing of 
both parties, hentin in any of these actions in a superior 
court an award by the jury of damages to the extent of forty 
shillings, would entitle the plaintiff to his full costs under 
43 Eliz. c. 6, s. 2. E. L. 





Rattway Season TICKETS. 
Sir,—There appears to be an opinion that a season ticket 





rand in its widest part on the one side, and the | 


It should not be forgotten that this question has prac- 


on hay | line of railway enables the holder to travel as often 
as he likes during the day between the stations marked on 
his ticket. Is this so? Or is it as I imagine intended that 
the passenger shall be conveyed to and from his home 
once only during the day as in the case of an ordinary re- 
turn ticket ? Will you be kind enough to answer this 
question in your next issue, and oblige © A SUBSCRIBER. 

(Lhis is a mere matter of contract, and we have always 
| understood the agreement to be that the ticket-holder may 
| travel as often as he pleases.—Ep. S.J.] 





Sir,—We have just observed in a legal contemporary of 
} yours an advertisement of which the following is a copy :— 
| ‘*Law.—To Solicitors’ Managing Clerks.—The ag: 
| ing Clerk ina firm of Accountants in the city, who receives 
| an interest in all business introduced by him, is willing to 
| divide it with Solicitors’ Clerks introducing Clients. e 
| strictest confidence to be mutually observed.” 

Now, it appears to us that advertisements of this de- 
| scription are calculated to do immense damage to the pre- 
fession, and as such we know we can rely upon you to take 
| up the matter, and give to the advertiser such publicity as 
he deserves. 

You have already very properly made the subject of the 
mode in which accountants endeavour from time to time to 
trespass upon the province of lawyers a matter for serious 
comment in your columns. Now, when we fiad that in 
addition to the acts of the accountants themselves we are 
to be troubled by the interest their managing clerks reeeive 
from them, and to be further preyed upon by such of our 
own managing clerks as may be induced by the advertiser 
to share profits with them in business transferred, it be- 
comes high time that the matter should be regarded in its 
proper light by the profession, and dealt with energetically. 

Tunes O1p Suascarmers. 





London, Feb, 5, 1869, 
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words taken down by persons attending the representations in 
APPOINTMENTS. England, from printing and selling copies so produced. 
Mr. F, Housman, Barrister-at-Law, has been appointed Garvin, lines ae gan pl pe rasa the 
Recorder of Rangoon, in British Burmah, in the room of Mr. mote er ds ee the United 8 A ppt hard a 
L. P. D. Broughton, formerly of the Calcutta Bar, resigned. i we Ro ug aie nem English oie by. 
Mr. Housman was called to the Bar at Lincoln’s-inn in titled eZ The intiff pa seen eneae en- 
June, 1852, and has hitherto practised as a conveyancer and pee a = ys lp Pace : a i Sees os 
equity Greughteman. copy of said play in manuscript on or about the 
Mr, Cuanzes Firzwitt1am Cap, Barrister-at-Law, has lek of February, and alleges the same has never 
been confirmed in the appointment of Attorney-General for | peen printed or published with the consent of the plaintiff 
the island of Tobago, where he has been acting in that | or the author. ; 
capacity since 1866. Mr. Cadiz graduated B.A.at Pembroke | Jt was represented for the first time on the stage in 
College, Oxford, and was called to the Bar in June, 1855. | London, at the Prince of Wales’ Theatre, on the lath of 
He was appointed acting Clerk of the Council of the island 
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. February, 1868. The plaintiff says that during -the latter 
of Trinidad in 1858, and stipendiary magistrate of the 


part of February and the whole of March the plaintiff had g 
island of Tobago in 1862, and also one of the coroners and | notice published in the New York Herald triweekly of his 


right of ownership in the play,—and that the defen. 
dant, on the 25th of March, in wilful dieregars of the 


visiting justices of the jail. Having been elected a member 
of the Legislative Assembly of Tobago, he was nominated, 
in 1860, a member of the Executive Committee of the island ; | rights of plaintiff and without his consent, published and 
and in 1866 received the acting appointment of Attorney- seid identical copies of “Play” thus owned by the plain. 
General, in which he has now been confirmed. tiff to his great damage and irreparable injury, and de. 
Dr. Paoto Vea has been appointed one aes Majesty's tin him of all advantages and profits to be made 
Judges for the island of Malta. The new judge has been Dy: ¥ ratte 
a snighitekts of judicial poliee at Malta made July, 1859. It pa or a aod po — v4 _ fe a 
Mr. Wit11am Bristow, Solicitor, of Laurence Pountney- | neither could either have such a right—a foreign copyright 
lane, and of Greenwich, has been appointed clerk to the | would not avail the plaintiff here. There can be no copy- 
Commissioners for Land and Assessed Taxes for the | sieht in a published work at common law ; copyright exists 
borough of Greenwich, vice Mr. C. A. Smith, deceased. only by statute: Wheaton v. Peters, 8 Peters, 499. The 
Mr. Bristow was certificated in Michaelmas Term, 1855, | pJaintiff must, therefore, stand upon his common law right 
and is a member of the Incorporated Law Society and of | of literary property in “ Play,” as the assignee of the author 
the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. to its exclusive proprietorship in the United States, with 
Mr. Tuomas Joun Provis, of Fareham, Southampton, has | the right to enforce it as against others who claim to publish 
been appointed a Commissioner to administer oaths in | and circulate for their own profit and advantage. Two 
Chancery, and a Perpetual Commissioner for taking the | principles are well settled upon authority : ' tt 
asknowledgments of deeds by married women in and for First.—The author of an unpublished manuscript has in it 
the county of Hants. at common law an exclusive right of property ; the viola 
tion of which may justly be protected by injunction: 8 
Peters, U. S. R. 499; 4 Duer., S., C. R. 385. 
Sccond.—This exclusive right pertains only to the 
unpublished manuscript, without copyright protection, 
but after unrestricted publication to the world ; neither the 
author nor his assignee, whether a foreign or domestic 
writer, can assert an exclusive right to property in the 
; , é i . : future use and publication of the composition. The impor- 
Action for negligence against the printer of a railway guide | tant question in this case is, whether there was a publi- 
Sor inaccuracies. cation or communication of the comedy by the author or 
The defendant was a solicitor of Cork, and the defendant | his assignee. Every communication, says Cadwalader, J., 
the proprietor of the Oficial Irish Travelling Guide. The | in Keene v. Clark, 6 Robertson, 38, of a knowledge of the con- 
action was for damages sustained by the plaintiff, by reason | tents, unless restricted, of a manuscript is more or less a pub- 
of a wrong hour being named for the starting of the last | lication. Andfurther “an act which renders the contents of a 
train from Macroom to Cork, and in consequence of which | manuscript in any mode or degree an addition to the store 
the plaintiff, who intended to proceed to Macroom as agent | of human knowledge is a publication,” It has been 
for one of the candidates at the last election, was obliged to | expressly held by this Court, in Keene v. Clark, that 
post the entire way, and was put to increased expense. at common law “the author or proprietor of an un- 
The plaintiff was examined and deposed to the above facts, | copyrighted literary composition parts with the right to the 








IRELAND. 


DUBLIN. 
REcoRDER’s Court. 
Julian v. Sproule. 


and stated he had written to defendant before bringing the 
action, asking to be refunded the sum for posting, but the 
defendant denied his liability and alleged the mistake was 
an accident. Mr. Julian contended that, in selling the 
Guide, the defendant impliedly warranted its correctness 
and quoted, in support of his view, Denton v. Great Northern 
Lailway Company, 4 W. BR. 240, 5 E. & B. 860, 533. 

The Recoxprs, after hearing the arguments on both sides 
at length, dismissed the case without prejudice, holding 
that the defendant was not guilty of negligence. 


ro 


FOREIGN TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE, 


AMERICA. 
Surenion Covnt, New York. 

The American law recognises no copyright belonging to 
Sorcigners or their assignees, but the author or assignee of an 
unpublished work has a common law right of exclusive property 
which may be protected by injunction, Publication, however, 
ie ** any act which renders the contents of a manuscript in any 
mode or degree an addition to the store M4 human knowledge.” 

Where, therefore, the MS. of an English play performed, 
but wt published in print, in England was sold to an American 
cui“en, 

The Court refused to restrain the defendants, who had got the 


exclusive use and enjoyment of its contents by communi- 
cating them to others,’ without some concomitant reserva- 
tion expressed or implied from the circumstances. This 
is holding, in other words, that an author has no exclusive 
property ina published work, or one communicated to the 
ponte, except under some statute: Wheaton v. Peters; 
artletty. Crittenden, § McLean's C. C. R., 32. 

The only question, thoreforo, is that of publication, As 
this question is presented the fact of foreign authorship can 
make no difference. ‘There being no copyright interest, 
plaintiff's case must rest upon his common law rights. After 
publication his exclusive right ceases to exist, ; 
Such publication may be either by words, by writing, 
rinting in newspapers, magazines, or by lectures, sermons 
oral or written), or by dramatic representation, If in any 
of theso modes the public become possessed of the contents 
of a manuscript, without restriction, express or implied, 
it must be regarded as such a publication as divests the author 
of an exclusive preperty in the work, whatever it may be. 
It is averred in the complaint that the comedy in question 
was represented on the age on or about the 16th of Feb- 
ruary, 1868, in London. ‘This one fact brings the case clearly 
within the rule laid down in the case heretofore referred to in 
this court. Doubtless, thero was a series of representations 
of the same play. ‘There is no pretence of any restriction 
upon its use by those who witnessed the representation; 4 





dramatic representation is publication or communication 
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contents: If this is not a: publication, copyright would 
Settles compared with the common law property in, 
snd perpetual right to, exclusive representation of any pro- 
duct of _ — The first vageine to = = Ss 
“wo 3 cop’ is con 0 the citizen 
eet tke wher applies to all.. Thereis no valuable 
exclusive right in the works of a foreign author that can be 
enforced, not even in: their republication, though by the 
of trade other publishers refrain from publishing 

rival editions thereof. 

The plaintiff avers a representation on the stage in 
Jondon, and the defendant insists in his answer that 
4Play’’ was publicly represented upon the stage in 
London a great number of times, and that the defendant 
obtained it from those who saw and heard the representatian 
as:spectators, and that there was no pohibition in the 
theatre where the same was heard, nor upon the tickets of 

against carrying it away in the memory. The 
— also denies any wilful intention to rete the 
plaintiff. We must, therefore, assume the defendant 
himself of “Play” by means not unlawful in 
themselves, through those who saw and heard it represented 
in London, and published it in this country. If the defen- 
dant had obtained a copy from a printed book, magazine, 
ornewspaper, there can be no doubt of his legal right to 
multiply copies and sell them to the public. How can 
there be any doubt of the same right in cases where he 
obtains the contents from those who learn and carry away 
in memory a comedy or play from seeing and hearing its 
unrestricted and unconditional representation upon the 
stage? Allour national legislation, as well as that pro- 

for the benefit of foreign authors, proceeds upon the 
conceded principle that the work of a foreign author 
brought here may be appropriated by any person without 
iy compensation whatever being made to the autbor. 
‘This was conceded by the Committee of the Senate in the 
report made in 1837 by its distinguished chairman, Mr. 
Clay, where an attempt was made to confer the benefits of 
our laws upon British and French authors. A Dill 
accompanied the report which failed. The enactments of 
' ss, passed in 1831, declare in effect that the only 
persons entitled to copyright shall be such authors as are 
citizens and residents, and their assignees, “and if the 
assignee takes his title before the author has come to reside, 
he takes from a person who is not within the privilege of 
the statute, and has nothing to confer”: Curtis on Copy- 
right, 143. The 9th section of the same Act prohibits 
the publication of manuscripts without consent, and 
authorises the courts by injunction to restrain such publica- 
tion of any manuscript; but the 8th section expressly 
excludes that section from any application to works written 
or composed by any person not a citizen nor resident of the 
United States; thus recognising the principle in this 
country that when the foreign author communicates, with- 
out restrictions, the contents of his manuscript or work to 
others, he divests himself of his exclusive property in it. 
Jn other words, “ the statute has taken away the common 
law rights deriveable from a non-resident alien as soon 
as the work is published’: Curtis on Copyright, 143. 

All the title the assignee can have is the common law title 
to an unpublished manuscript, but in one lawfully made 
public he has no other title than such as the author possessed 
after publication. The main question in this case was sub- 
stantially decided by this Court in the case of Keene 
v. Clark; there it was expressly held, ‘‘where the 
Spectators of a public performance have not entered into 
Some express or implied understanding with its proprietor, 
limiting the use they may make of the knowledge derived 
from being present at such performanee, they cannot be 
restrained as to the use by them of so much of it as they can 
retain and carry away in their memory.” 

I do not see how this case can be distinguished in principle 
from that rulo thus laid down. 

The plaintiff has failed to make a case for the interference 
of the Court by injunction. Courts must administer the law 
‘as they find it. This may be a case of groat hardship for 
the plaintiff, but the remedy is to be found in national legis. 
ation. ‘I'he samo difficulty oxists in relation to the repub- 
lication of tho uncopyrighted works of those who have en- 
riched the world by their contributions to the literature of 
the republic of letters ag woll as to those who pedtioh 
editions of foreign authors; yet these dofects in the legi 

of the country have continued for many years. In 
the absence of any international law of copyright it is diffs 








cult to see how foreign authors, their assignees or publishers, 
of foreign literature can be protected. The injunction order 
in this case must be dissolved with 10 dols. costs.—Abridged 
from the New York Daily Transcript. 





Cuicaco. 
Lewis v. Mayo. 
Validity of slave marriage. 
Opinion by Brapwett, J. 
The deceased was a coloured man. - His real name was 
John Lewis. He was held as a slave, in Virginia, until 


the late war, when he ran away, came to Chicago, and 


changed his name to Reelay. He died intestate, in Chi- 
cago, about two years ago, leaving some property. 

The evidence shows that the intestate, about twenty 
years ago, then being a slave in Virginia, agreed to marry 
the slave woman of another master. That, with the consent 
of their masters, a large party of slaves were called to- 
gether one evening to witness the marri that a 
Methodist class-leader did pronounce them husband and 
wife ; after which they lived together for many years as 
such, and had three children, who are the petitioners in 
this cause. 

The mother of these children was sold about the time of 
the capture of Harper’s Ferry, and sent off further South, 
since which time she has not been heard from. I am now 
asked to find that these three children are the 1 heirs of 
said intestate, and entitled to the property of which he died 


possessed. 

It is claimed that the father and mother at the time of 
the marriage were property, and, therefore, unable to con- 
tract or enter into the marriage relation. 

This Court, in 1866, in Jones v. Rosenthal, examined, with 
some care, the authorities in regard to the validity of aslave 
marriage, and, as [have had no reason to change my opinion 
since that decision was rendered, it will be sufficient, to 
dispose of this case without going again into the reasons given, 
or the authorities cited, in that case, simply to read the 
head-note to that opinion, which is as follows : 

‘* Henry Jones, a negro slave, was married in Tennessee, 
by a justice of the peace, to a coloured woman, the slave 
of another master, with the consent of their masters. They 
had one child while in slavery, the fruit of such marriage, 
called Matt. C. Jones—the mother died in slavery. Jones 
and Matt. C. were afterwards emancipated. Held after the 
death of Henry Jones, that such marriage was not void : 
and that Matt C. was the legitimate son of Henry Jones, 
and, as such, entitled to inherit his estate: notwithstanding 
the fact that his mts were slaves at the time of their 
marriage and his birth. 

“ Marri of slaves, consummated during slavery in a 
slave State where there is no statute declaring them void, 
are good for all purposes upon emancipation.” 

Let an order be entered, finding the marriage between 
the intestate and the said female slave valid, and the three 
petitioners, his children, and heirs-at-law. 





OBITUARY. 


MR. R. H. W. INGRAM. 

We have to announce the death of Robert Hugh 
Wilson Ingram, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of the Middle 
Temple, who died at his residence, Titsworth House, near 
Slough, on the 29th January. He was called to the Bar in 
June, 1817. 

MR. HENRY METHOLD. 

This gentleman, who was for many years one of the 
Masters of the Court of Common Pleas, died on the 28th 
January, while on a visit at Rainsford-lodge, Chelmsford, 
in the sixty-sixth year of his age. Mr. Methold was the 
youngest son of the late Rev. Thomas Methold, formerly a 
prebendary of Norwich Cathedral. 





MR. C, 'T. WOOSNAM, 

The death of Charles Thomas Woosnam, Esq., solicitor, 
of Newtown, Montgomeryshire, took place in Londen, at 
Phillimore-gardens, Kensington (the residence of J. D, 
Cleaton , Esq.), on the 28th of January. Mr. Woosnam 
took out his attorney's certificate in Trinity Term, 1829, 
and Alled the offices of Clerk to the Magistrates and Registrar 
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of the County Court at Newtown, which offices become 
vacant by his death. 


MR. H. H. DUNCOMBE. 

Mr. Henry Haynes Duncombe, solicitor, one of the oldest 
members of the profession, if not the senior attorney in 
London, died on the 29th January, at his residence, 8, New- 
inn, Strand, in the ninety-second year of his age. Mr. 
Duncombe’s certificate is dated as far back as Easter Term, 
1802, so that he has practised as a solicitor for nearly sixty- 
seven years. 


MR. R. MASHEDER. 

The death is reported of Mr. Richard Masheder, Esq., of 
the Inner Temple, and for some time District Judge of Port 
Antonio, in the island of Jamaica, who died at Morant’s 
Bay, in that island, on the 5th J anuary. He was fermerl 
a fellow of Magdalene College, Cambridge, and was call 
to the Bar at the Inner Temple in June, 1865. 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


THE SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board was held at the 
Law Institution, London, on Wednesday last, the 3rd inst., 
William Strickland Cookson, Esq., in the chair. The fol- 
lowing directors were present :—Messrs. Field, Harrison, 
Hedger, Park Nelson, Rickman, Sidney Smith, and Torr. 

A grant of £25 was made to a necessitous member of the 
association, his third application for assistance. Seven 

ts of £5 each were made to distressed widows or 
aughters of deceased solicitors, non-members of the as- 
sociation. A letter was read from the secretary of the 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne Law Society, enclosing cheque for 
26 guineas, and the names of several new members, the result 
of a recent canvass amongst the profession there. A letter 
was also read from the steward of the Honourable Society 
of Clement’s-Inn, London, enclosing a donation of 10 guineas 
from the principal and ancients of that society, and announc- 
ing that they would be in future annual contributors of three 
— to the institution. Ten new members were elected. 

e sum of £600 was ordered to be added to the invested 
fund in India 4 per cents. The Right Hon. the Lord Jus- 
tice Selwyn has intimated his intention to take the chair at 
the ensuing anniversary festival of the association which 
will be held on Wednesday, June 9th, at Willis’s Rooms, 
King-street, St. James's. 





LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 


The general meeting of the shareholders in this under- 
taking was held on Tuesday at their offices, Fleet-street ; 
Mr. Arnotp W. Wuire in the chair. 

Mr. Davies, the actuary, read the report of the directors 
aud statement of accounts, from which it appeared that the 
number of policies effected during the year was 173, in- 
suring £244,200, the premiums on which amounted to 
£9,748 6s. 5d. The claims accruing upon death during 
the past year were £241,454 3s. 4d., and the bonuses pay- 
able were £87,466, making a total of £328,920 3s, 4d. The 
total amount paid in claims since the establishment of the 
society was £7,914,299. The assurance fund amounted to 
£4,544,563, 98. 7., and the proprietors’ guarantee fund to 
£852,280, 58, 7d. 

The Cuatmmay, in moving that the report and state- 
ment of accounts be received and adopted, alluded to the 
lows the society had sustained in the death of Mr. Downes, 
the actuary, whose place had been filled up by the pro- 
motion of Mr. Davies. It was hardly necessary, after the 
report which had just been read, to allude to the prosperity 
of the society. ere could be no doubt that their finances 
stood upon the same sound basis that they had stood on 
for many years. He believed the last two years had been 
unexceptionally favourable to them in the diminution of 
claims ; and whereas in the two first years of this quin- 
quennial period there was somewhat oft an increase in the 
insurance fund, the last two years had shown in 1867 an in- 
crease of £116,000, and in 1868 an increase of £104,000; 
both very satisfactory and gratifying features. But thero 
was one thing in which they did not get on as they ought 


to do; and that was in the amount of new business, (on. 


ing the standing of the society and the large a 
of capital provided for those who insured in the “offioe 


they thought they ought to have a much larger amount of: 
vem He os than ae ee Amongst the essons to ho 
assigned for this was great increase of offices, 
especially of offices supported by their own profesdone 
that they had-to contend against; but, on the other: 
hand, they had many advantages which could not hg 
possessed by a new office, The directors by no means 
thought they ought to stand still; they anticipated a much 
greater success for the future; and as far as rested with 
them they were determined to do everything in their- 
wer to increase the business of the society. They hadno 
idea of entering into any wild career of competition; but 
they thought they might appeal to the proprietors them. 
selves for assistance in this important matter. If all the 
proprietors would themselves endeavour and stimulate their 
friends to get fresh business for the society, there seemed 
né reason why the society should not go on progressing as. 
it had hitherto done. It had been sometimes said that the 
Law Life had attained to that position that they did not 
care for new business. As far as the directors were con. 
cerned, that was an entire mistake. The directors wer 
most anxious to have new business, and with that view they 
desired particularly to appeal to men of business. Their 
proprietary was eomposed of men of business, and their 
great object was to conduct their business in such a way as 
to merit the confidence and patronage of men of business, 

Mr. Turner seconded the motion. 

Mr. James said it struck him, when they saw a new pra. 
mium income of £9,700, and, including the directors’ fees, 
a charge for management of £10,099, that attention should 
be called to the state of their new business; and he hoped 
every reasonable and proper exertion would be made to ex- 
tend their operations in all countries. He was glad that it 
was proposed to extend their proprietary to Scotland, as in 
that country life assurance was more extended than in this, 

The motion was then put, and unanimously agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN then moved that the following resolution 
besubstituted for clause 5 of the society’s deed of settle- 
ment :—“ Its proprietary shall be confined to members of 
the profession of the law resident in the United Kingdom at 
the time of becoming proprietors, and to be of the followi 
descriptions, that is to say, serjeants-at-law, barristers, civi- 
lians, attorneys, solicitors, and proctors, also such mem- 
bers of the four inns of court in England as have 
kept two or more terms, and also officers of the several 
courts of law+and equity at Westminster, and of 
the counties palatine, and of tho Courts of Probate of the 
United Kingdom, and of the Consistory Courts of Eng- 
land, Wales, and Ireland, and advocates of the Sco’ 
Bar entitled to practise as such before the supreme courts of 
Scotland, writers to her Majesty’s signet, and solicitors be- 
fore the supreme courts of Scotland.” They had had no 
reason to suppose that there had been any great call for the 
extension of the proprietary in this way, but when the 
matter was brought before them, it certainly seemed aa 
anomaly that by the constitution of this society it was con- 
fined simply to practitioners in England ; they thought it 
well that it should be extended to practitioners of the same 
description in the sister kingdom of Scotland; and he sin- 
cerely hoped that those gentlemen, instead of patronising 
the numerous mushroom companies which spring up now, 
would come to an old society, which was so secure, and 
offered so many advantages, 

In answer to various questions, 

The Cuarnman said it was necessary that a gentleman 
should be on the rolls as an attorney in order to bring him 
within the terms of the clause, though he need not be in 
practice. } 

Mr. Hioors seconded the motion, and it was carried 
unanimously, 

On the motion of Mr. Forpuam, seconded by Mr. James, 
a vote of thanks was given to the directors and to the 
chairman, which elosed the proceedings, 





LAW STUDENTS DEBATING SOCIETY. 
On Tuesday evening last, at the meeting of this society 
the question for discussion was :—** Is it desirable that Mem- 


bers of Parliament should be elected by ballot?” which was 
opened by Mr. Flux in the negative, and so decided by the 





society bya majority of four votes. Mr. Warmington presided. 
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THE NEW LAW COURTS. 


gruremeNT BY THE CouNcIL or THE INconroRATED Law 

GocmTy ON THE SUBJECT OF THE SUGGESTED CHANGE 

or Sire. 

The Council of the Incorporated Law Society consider 
that it has become necessary for them to invite the attention 
ofthe members of the society, and of the profession at large, 
to the subject of the New Courts and Offices of Justice, and 
especially to the efforts which are now being made to change 

i from that which the Legislature has sanctioned, to 
another at a considerable distance. 

The concentration of the courts and offices has for a great 
many years been advocated by the council. They were led 
4othe consideration of the subject by observing the enor- 
nous waste of time, and the consequent delay and expense, 
occasioned by the distances of the courts from each other, 
and from the t centre of the legal profession in the 
metropolis, and by the very widely scattered distribution 
of the several offices of the law in different localities. 

It was seen that a much greater amount of supervision 
and direction by the judges of their several officers would 
be possible ; that the progress of legal business would be 
much more rapid ; that the solicitors would be able to give 
much more personal attention to the matters entrusted to 
them, and that the result would be more satisfactory and 
beneficial to the suitors, if all the courts and all the offices 
of all the courts could be collected in one central building. 

But the Council also were deeply impressed with the great 
importance of effecting this concentration in the heart of the 
great legal district. It seemed to them that the measure 
would be a very yr map one if the building were erected 
on any other site one immediately contiguous to the 
Tans of Court, and convenient to the practitioners. 

A portion (less than half) of the garden of Lincoln’s-inn- 
fields was proposed (see report of Select Committee of House 
of Commons in July, 1842) as the site for the courts, and was 
not without its advocates ; but it was open to insurmount- 
able objections. The portion selected afforded no accom- 
modation for the offices; great disapproval was expressed, 
on sanitary grounds, of contracting this open space, which 
affords to the inhabitants of the neighbourhood the benefit 
of light, air, and recreation ; and its distance from the Middle 
and Inner Temples would alone have prevented its adop- 
tion. 


The site selected, as combining advantage infinitely be- 
yond any other, was that usually designated “the y- 
street Site.”’ Bounded by Carey-street on the north, by 
the Strand on the south, and by Bell-yard and Clement’s- 
inn on the east and west, it was in the very centre of the 
legal district. It had Lincoln’s-inn on one side of it, and 
the two es on another, whilst Serjeants’-inn, Chan- 
cery-lane, Clifford’s-inn, Symond’s-inn, Clement’s-inn, and 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields were clustered close around it. In 
this legal district the chambers of every practising barrister, 
and of a large proportion of the solicitors of the metropolis, 
are co: 4 og There are about 3,000 London solicitors 
and about 7,000 practising in the country, and not only is 
there a large concentration in the district of firms of 
extensive general business, but the great bulk of those who 
yale ows agents for the 7,000 country practitioners are 


The tendency of men engaged in similar pursuits to ag- 
gregation, is natural and inevitable. Whether their pur- 
Buits lie in the direction of law, or commerce, or manufac- 
tures, the result is the same. ‘hey are drawn together by 
the irresistible attraction of convenience. This tendency is 
a ae exemplified in the legal profession by the 
members of Gray’s-inn. It is believed that there is not 
now a single barrister of that Inn practising in the courts 
of law or equity, whose chambers are in his own Inn of 

urt. Every one of them has been compelled to sock 
chambers in another Inn of Court to bring himself within 
the range of his brethren of the Bar. 

As long as the year 1832 the subject was brought 
before the House of Commons by the late Mr. Freshfield, 
at the instance of the Incorporated Law Soeiety, and was 
debated at somo length; and from that timo tho Council 
have laboured for the attainment of this cherished object of 
Concentration of the courts and offices on the Carey-street 
site. There has been remarkable unanimity in the profes. 
sion on the subject, and the Council have never, for a single 


coln’s-inn was brought before Parliament by Lord 
Chelmsfo: at the instance of the Benchers of 
Lincoln's but the scheme met with no fa- 
vour. All projects for the improved administration of 
the law that have been favourably received point, more or 
less, to oe pot legal pin es chara an united 
governing , all the legal offices being branches under 
its recaee att he control. This scheme of Lincoln’s-inn 
pointed in the opposite direction, and was rejected. 

The Council looked upon the object aimed at as one of 
national concern; and considered that the expense ought to 
be defrayed out of the national treasury, but they found 
that successive Governments repudiated altogether this 
obligation, ond insisted that courts and offices were re- 
quired solely and exclusively for the suitors, and, conse- 
quently, if they were to be erected as proposed, the whole 
expense must be defrayed by the suitors. 

The undertaking was thus peremptorily dismissed from 
the category of National Works. It was to be the under- 
taking of the suitors, because exclusively for their benefit. 

The Council were not deterred by this determination, be- 
cause they considered that the advantages to the suitors of 
a concentration in the centre of the legal district would be 
sO Lom as to compensate very abundantly for the outlay, 
and they persevered in their efforts to obtain the object. 
Moreover, the Council found on careful examination of the 
accounts of the funds raised by fees from the suitors and 
paid into the Treasury to meet the expenses attending the 
administration of justice, that by equitable arrangements 
with the Treasury, which have since made, the whole 
cost of the undertaking might be defrayed without any 
very considerable increase in the fees. 

And here it may be observed, that the solicitors are the 
proper representatives of, and are identified in interest 
with the suitors, who are their clients. It is with the 
solicitors alone and exclusively that the suitors have per- 
sonal intercourse in all matters brought before the tribu- 
nals; it is to the solicitors that the financial affairs of the 
suitors, as such, are entrusted ; and the solicitors have bet- 
ter opportunities than any other persons can possibly have 
of forming « correct ponent on the question, in what way 
the business of their clients may be most expeditiously, 
most economically, and most efficiently conducted. It is 
utterly idle and vain in the general public to imagine that 
non-professional persons, however intelligent, can form any 
accurate opinion on the position and ent of the 
courts and offices best adapted to the transaction of the busi- 
ness of the suitors. 

After several years of laborious effort, aud after many 
disappointments, the Council ere. £ that at length the 
object so much desired by them had been attained. In the 
year 1865 two Acts of Parliament were passed, one for ac- 

uiring the chosen site (the Carey-street site), and the other 
for providing the funds for the purchase of the site and the 
erection of the buildings. Both Acts received the Royal 
Assent on the 19th of June, 1865, and on the 29th of the 
same month a Royal Commission was issued appointing 
commissioners for the purpese of superintending, in concert 
with the Commissioners of her Majesty's Treasury, the 
pre ion of the designs and the execution of the works 
authorised by Parliament. 

The money required is to be advanced by the Treasury 
in the first instance, but is to be repaid y by a million 
of Stock in the Court of Chancery, and re He aredemp- 
tion annuity extending over not exceeding fifty years, to 
levied on the suitors other than those of the Court of 


ery. 

A misconception appears to have prevailed as to the million 
of Stock to be received from the Court of Chancery. It 
has been erroneously supposed that in the fund from which 
this million is to be taken the suitors of the Court had no 
interest. The fund, in fact, consists of accumulations of in- 
come derived from money held by the Court for the suitors 
as money is held by bankers for their customers; mone 
which the suitors had not desired the investment for thei 
benefit and at their risk. The income of these accumulations 
had been applied for very many years towards are 
tho annual expenses connected with the administration 
justice in the Court of Chancery; and this million being 
now withdrawn for the purposes of the concentration, the 
suitors of that court will have to contribute £30,000 a-year 
in fees, more than before, towards the annual expenses. 
This, in fact, is the reason why the suitors of the Court ef 





-mMoment, hositated in their choice. 


A scheme for building the courts of equity in Lin- 


Chan are not required to contribute any further sum 
fowenta the cost of concentration, 
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By the Commission of the 29th of June, the Lord Chan- 
cellor, the Chancellor ofthe Exchequer, the Lord Chief Jus- 
tice of the Vourt of Queen’s Bench, the Lord Chief Justice 
of the Court of Common Pleas, the Lord Chief Baron of the 
Court of Exchequer, the Chief Judge of the Court of Ad- 
miralty, the Judge-Ordinary of the Court of Probate, the 
First Commissioner of the Offiee of Works, the three Vice- 
Chancellors, the Attorney-General, the Solicitor-General, 
the Judge Advocate, and the President of the Incorporated 
Law Society, were appointed ex oficio members. The Com- 
mission also included three puisne judges, chosen from each 
of the three common law courts. An alderman of the City 
was also appointed, and power was conferred on the Lord 
Chancellor, the Chief Justices, the Chief Baron, the Chief 
Judge of the Court of Admiralty, and the Judge-Ordinary 
respectively, to appoint officers of their respective courts as 
members, Similar power was given to the benchers of 
each of the four Inns of Court to appoint one of their body; 
and .the Incorporated Law Society were also empowered to 
send two members in addition to their President. 

The Commissioners at their first meeting proceeded to 
receive evidence which satisfied them that the site was 
sufficient for the courts and offices included in the detailed 
list laid before Parliament, and that the property could be 
purchased, and the courts and offices erected, with the 
money provided by Parliament; and a certificate to this 
effect was given by the Commissioners and transmitted by 
them to the Treasury as directed by the Site Act. The 
certificate was signed by twenty-six Commissioners, in- 
cluding the late Lord Cranworth, Mr. Gladstone (then 
Chancellor of the Exchequer), the Lord Chief Justices of 
the Queen’s Bench and Common Pleas, the three Vice- 
Chancellors, three Puisne Judges, Mr. Cowper (then First 
Commissioner of the Office of Works), Sir Roundell Palmer 
(then Attorney-General), Sir Robert Phillimore (then Judge 
Advocate), &c., &c. 

The Commissioners subsequently came to the conclusion 
that in the interest of the law and of the suitors, and having 
regard to the probable future increase of legal business, it 
was desirable to include other departments, and to provide 
additional and more convenient accommodation, and for 
this purpose to enlarge the scheme which had been laid 
before Parliament, in many particulars; and they accord- 
ingly proposed such enlargements, which were assented to 
by the Treasury. 

It must not be forgotten that in providing courts and 
offices for other departments of the law than those originally 
contemplated, a proportionate contribution to the necessary 
ee is secured from those who have to use the courts and 
offices. 

The Carey-street site has been purchased; nearly £800, 000 
have been expended upon its acquisition; nearly all the 
buildings have been cleared away ; a number of architects 
of eminence were invited to compete for the office of archi- 
tects; fall and elaborate instructions for the guidance of the 
architects were prepared under the personal superintendence 
of members of the Commission ; the several designs under- 
went a very careful and minute examination ; an enormous 
amount of labour was bestowed on the several plans and 
arrangements by the several members of the Commission ; 
after Mr, Street had been appointed the architect, the Com- 
missioners were in constant communication with him, ar- 
ranging the details of the final plans ;—and this laborious 
work of years has been so far completed that it was confi- 
dently expected the buildings would be commenced in the 
spring of this year. 

All the plans and the arrangements for the grouping 
of the several courts and offices, so as to afford the greatest 
amount of convenience to all who have business to tran- 
sact there, have been made with reference to the special 
form of the Carey-street site. A site of any other shape 
would render necessary new plans and other internal 
arrangements. In fact, for a site of a different shapo 
a great part of this labour would have to be undertaken 
anew. 

It is part of the Carey-street design that the courts should 
be placed on the first floor, in the inner quadrangle, and 
that for ensuring to the profession safe and convenient 
access to the courts and offices, bridges on the court-floor 
level should be thrown across the Strand and Carey-street, 
60 a8 to avoid the risk of crossing either of these thorough- 
farea among the carts and carriages. Hostile criticism has 
attempted to direct the shaft of ridicule against courts 


laced so high as the first floor. The critics possip 
Argot that the Houses of Parliament are on the ref 
floor, and the Court of the Judicial Committee of the 
Privy Council also; and that those important tribunals, the 
Committees of the House of Commons, are on the seoong 

r. 

The site is 80 obviously the best, and combines go many 
advantages possessed by no other site, that no one really 
competent to form an opinion onthe subject, and looki 
only to the interests of the suitors who are to pay for the 
whole, could fora moment think of proposing any other 
site. 

But, unfortunately, persons who have no connection with 
the administration of the law in this country, and are not 
conversant with its requirements, have ventured to advocate 
the substitution of a site inno way adapted to the p , 
outside the great legal district. These persons horns 
influenced by various considerations, but do not appear to 
have appreciated, and few of them have even adverted to, 
the infinite importance of concentration in the centre of the 
legal district. Nor have any of them apparently thought 
of the stupendous waste of money, and the years of delay, 
which a change of site would involve. 

The suitors are in possession of the site which was granted 
to them more than three years and a half ago, by the au- 
thority of Parliament, and it is admirably adapted to their 
needs ; the abandonment now of this site would involve an 
absolute sacrifice of not less than half a million ; and to 
compel them to give up this site and to pay for another in 
no way adapted to their wants, would be one of the most 
oppressive and unjust proceedings that could be conceived, 

The site proposed to be substituted is bounded by Essex- 
street on the east, by Somerset House on the west, and by 
the Strand and the ‘Thames Embankment on the north and 
south. 

The advocates of this change press it on public attention 
on different grounds : some on the plea that large and stately 
buildings on their site, which may be called the Thames 
Embankment site, will be a great ornament to the Thames 
Embankment ; others, on the assumption that the accesses 
for the general public will be more convenient ; others, 
again, that it will enable the Metropolitan Board of Works 
to obtain funds, of which it is much in need, for improve- 
ments in other localities, One advocate for the change pro 
poses that all the courts and all the offices should be erected 
on the site ; that it should include King’s College, which 
forms on the river front one wing of Somerset House ; that 
the occupants of Lincoln’s-inn should emigrate to Somerset 
House, and give up Lincoln’s-inn, with all its venerable as- 
sociations, as a site for King’s College. This grand svheme- 
would involve an expense of many millions. It would ne- 
cessitate the adaptation of Somerset House for chambers; 
the clearing away of the buildings in Lincoln’s-inn ; the 
erection of a new Lincoln’s-inn Hall and Library on the site 

of King’s College, and the erection of a new King’s College 
on the site of Lincoln’s-inn. It is difficult to conceive any- 
thing more extravagant. The advocate has not suggested 
by whom all this expense is to be defrayed. 
It has been stated that this Thames Embankment site 
would cost a million and a half; and it would probably 
cost much more, for the Strand front is principally ocew- 





* Note of levels taken by one of Mr. Street's assistants:— _ 
Ft. In. 
From the pavement of Westminster Hall to floor of House 
of Commons,.. 19 6 
to entrance to 
present Stran- 
gers’ Gallery 
of House of 
Commons .... 41 8 
to entrance of 
prvpoees new 
strangers’ Gal- 
"9 CRETE 49 6 
to House of Com- . 
mons Commit- ; 
; tee Rooms,... 43 0 
From foot pavement, Downing-street, to floor of Privy 
Council Court....6..0seeeee8 . 17 10g 
" New-square,  Lincoln’s-inn, to 
floor of Mr. Street's proposed 
Now Courts,,... pie bige o¥ieinee oa 18 0 
ap Chancery-lane, to Accountant- 


” ” ” 


” ” ” 





General's Offlco ....seseeeee0. 18 10 
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by shops and large business establishments, and the 
compensations must be enormous. The erection of the 
pailtiings on this site would obliterate all the streets lead- 

from the Strand to the Embankment between Essex- 
street and Waterloo-bridge. The level of the Strand is 
higher by 33 feet than the level of the Embankment ; and 
this difference of level alone would render it indispensable 
that all the laborious work of arrangement of the courts and 
offices should be recommenced. 

Moreover, this site admits, by no possibility, of fature 
expansion. The boundaries are fixed and immovable ; 
whereas, on the Carey-street site there is no such difficulty, 
Ifthe futnre may be anticipated from past experience, the 
time will come when extension will be an absolute necessity. 

Another advocate of change declares that a large portion 
of the land reclaimed by the Thames Embankment is already 
appropriated by Act of Parliament to a railway station, 
which is to be forthwith erected nearly opposite the centre 
of the suggested site ; and he is in favour of using the 
Carey-street site for all the courts except the Court of Pro- 
bate, and —— that that court and the masters’ and 
registrars’ offices should be placed on the site afforded by the 
Thames Embankment, with such supplementary acquisi- 
tions as the nature of the proposed buildings may require ; 
apparently not knowing that the barristers and solicitors 
who practise in the courts of common law practise also in 
the Court of Probate, and that dispersion—-not concentration 
—is the practical result of his scheme. With the advocates 
of the Thames Embankment site, the beautifying of the 
metropolis and the improvement of the finances of the Me- 
tropolitan Board of Works for other undertakings appear to 
be matters of prime importance ; and they take for granted 
that the buildings on the Carey-street site will not be orna- 
mental, whichis a great mistake. There is no reason why 





areally effective and ornamental building should not be 
erected on the site. 

But this notion of ornamentation of the metropolis ought | 
not to be imported into the discussion, The concentration : 
is needed for the suitors, who are to pay for it; the building | 
they require is one in which their business may be carried | 
on with the greatest amount of expedition, economy, and 
efliciency ; in a locality as central as possible for those 
who have to conduct their business ; the Carey-street site 
is admirably adapted to the purpose, and the Embankment 
siteis not ; Parliament has granted them the Carey-street 
site, and it cannet be believed that Parliament, especially 
after an expenditure of £800,000 from the Suitors’ Fund, 
will depart from a scheme so deliberately sanctioned. 

The oe advantages of the two sites depend un- 

uestionably on the comparative facilities of access. But 
the access wanted is for the legal profession, not for lay- 
men; and from the private chambers and offices of the bar 
and solicitors, and not from railway stations. While the 





Embankment site is wholly unsuitable for legal purposes, 
it heiggg be an admirable one for a public museum or 
gallery. 

_The number of jurors, witnesses, and others daily called, 
direct from their own homes or offices, to the courts and 
offices of the law is comparatively small; certainly not 
2,000 aday. A large number of the witnesses go to the 
attorneys’ offices on their way to court. But it has been 
ascertained from accurate observation that in the transaction 
of the business of suitors from 12,000 to 15,000 visits are 
daily made by the solicitors and their clerks to the different 
oflices, going and returning several times in the course of 
the day, and nearly as many visits probably are daily made 
by them to the several courts. If several hundred yards be 

ded to the distance to be on each occasion traversed in 
fiom 12,000 to 15,000 daily visits to the offices, and as many 
to the courts, it is vexatious to contemplate the miles on 
miles of wasteful traversing which would be inflicted on the 
Protession, and through them on the suitors, and the weeks 
and months of delay which will be added to the inevitable 
annoyances of litigation. 

It is essential that the financial part of this important 
subject should be understood. ‘The solicitors have seen that 
the advantages to their clients, the suitors, of the Carey-- 
street site concentration, would be so great as to compensate 
them abundantly for the expense they will have to bear. 
But concentration on the Embankment site would not com- 
pPensate them ; the advantages would be comparatively in 
Significant ; and it would be unjust to compel the suitors to 
Pay—lor a site to which their advisers entertain the strongest 
objections—as much money as they will have to pay for the 





site which has been chosen for them by their advisers, and* 
which Parliament has given them. 

The financial part of the subject, however,does not end here. 
It has been estimated that the loss on the resale of the Carey- 
street site, including the compensations paid to the:occu- 
pants of business premises, would not be less than-half 
a million. The purchase of the Embankment site would 
not cost less than a million and a half, and interest om the 
outlay of £800,000 is accumulating, whilst the outlay re- 
mains wholly unproductive. On whom is all this increased 
expenditure to fall? Surely not on the suitors in opposition 
to whose interests the change is proposed! It is expected 


that the Government will propose to Parliament that the 
expenditure shall be provided for by general taxation, or 
thrown on the Metropolitan Board of Works? 


The council trust they have succeeded in demonstrating 


that the plan sanctioned by Parliament ought not to be in- 
terfered with, and that the building ought to be proceeded 


with at once. 

A misconception exists with reference to the further pro- 
perty proposed to be obtained in connection with the Carey- 
street site. It is observed that this further property is esti- 
mated at £668,000, and it is assumed that it will be re- 
quired for the buildings and approaches. The fact however 
is, that a small portion only will be required for this pur- 
pose, but it was deemed right to secure it, partly to obviate 
questions of light and air, but — y to secure the 
means of future extension before the value of the property 
had become enhanced by its close contiguity to the courts 
and offices. It is expected that -the rental to be derived 
from this property will more than defray the annual charge 
which will be payable in respect of the purchase-money. 

It has been plausibly remarked that the Thames Embank- 
ment was not in existence at the time the Royal Commission 
of 1858 considered the question of site. This is true, but 
it was in existence when the Acts of Parliament were ob- 
tained in 1865, and the Embank ment site was pressed on 
public attention during the progress of the bills. 





CRIMINAL LUNACY. 

The Howard Association is taking measures to obtain in 
the coming session of Parliament a Royal Commission on 
Criminal Lunacy, with a view to legislation amending the 
present legal procedure in cases of real or alleged criminal 
lunacy. Some facts and statistics are contained in a paper 
on this subject issued at a meeting of the association (held 
January 14, 1869), and signed on behalf of the committee by 
Messrs. Robert Alsopand Charles P. Measor. Several eminent 
men, including Dr. Forbes Winslow, Dr. B. W. Richardson, 
Professor Laycock, Dr. Tuke, and Dr. H. Maudesley, have 
also appended their names. 

The Howard Committee, after deprecating the pre- 
sent law, as virtually recognising insanity only in cer- 
tain fully matured cases, thus refer to the mode of 
adducing evidence in criminal courts as to insanity :— 
“On these occasions it repeatedly happens that eminent 
medical men are placed in a painful, and occasionally even 
in a ridiculous position, through their cross examination by 
counsel, who, although talented in their own profession, 
may be utterly ignorant of scientific facts and physiological 
principles. The latter gentlemen, furthermore, are expressly 
paid to endeavour to elicit replies favourable to the private 
interest of their clients. Impartial truth thus becomes not 
the real object of the examination, as it ought to be. Again 
similar private interests sometimes lead to the unseemly em- 
ployment of medical witnesses as party advocates rather 
than as purely scientific witnesses, called by an impartial 
authority and only for impartial ends.” Investigations in 
all such cases should be conducted only by disinterested 
experts appointed by the Government. ‘This is the plan 
which is successfully adopted in several foreign countries 

ro . Ofthe 1,244 inmates of criminal lunatic asylums 
in England and Wales, 799, or 64 per cent., became insane 
after sentence, The judicial statistics show that in the 
period from 1857 to 1867, out of 664 persons tried for murder 
in England and Wales 108 were legally found insane. This 
points to the probability that some of the 135 hanged during 
that period were insane, although not legally proved to be 
such,” 


At Millbank convict prison, London, with an average of 


943 convicts, there wore officially reported last year 34 cen- 
tifiod as insane, 218 “ other mental cases,” and, in addition, 


' a number of opileptio prisoners. The following statement 
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_— 
from the present humane surgeon of Millbank, R. M. Gover, 
Esq., deserves special consideration:—“I do not concur in 
the opinion which is entertained by some that invalid con- 
victs have in most cases disqualified themselves for hard 
labour by indulgence in vicious and irregular habits previous 
to imprisonment. On the contrary, it appears to me that 
the great majority of these prisoners are either men of 

riginally feeble constitutions or the subject of diseases and 
infirmities which have been contracted through circumstance 
over whi ch they had nocontrol. I may, perhaps, be allowed 
to state my conviction that the a m of convicts who 
are rendered unfit to earn a livelihood by some inherited 
physical infirmity or defect of intellect is larger than is 
usually supposed.” ‘a 

[This Committee labours, in our opinion, with an utterly 

mistaken benevolence.—Ep. 8. J.] 








COURT PAPERS. 
COMMON PLEAS. 

‘The Court will hold sittings in Banco on Thursday the 
4th, Friday the 5th, Wednesday the 10th, Thursday the 
ilth, Friday the 12th, and iatanley the 13th days of Febru- 
ary next, and will take first the country new trials, and 


then the special paper, and on Saturday, the 20th day of 
February, will deliver judgments. 


SPRING CIRCUITS OF THE JUDGES. 


Home. 
Cockburn, C.J., and Bramwell, B. 

Hertford, Mar. 1 ; Chelmsford, 3 ; Maidstone, 8 ; Lewes, 
15 ; Kingston, 22. 

NorFo.k. 
Bovill, C.J., and Pigott, B. 

Oakham, Mar. 2; Leicester and Borough, 3 ; Northamp- 
ton, 8; Aylesbury, 11; Bedford, 15; Huntingdon, 18; 
Cambridge, 20 ; Norwich and City, 24; Ipswich, 31. 

SovtH WALES. 
Kelly, C.B. 

Haverfordwest and Town, Mar. 2; Cardigan, 6 ; Car- 
marthen, 10; Swansea, 15; Brecon, 25; Presteign, 31; 
Chester and City, April 3. 

Norru Wags. 
Channell, B. 

Welshpool, Mar. 15 ; Bala, 18; Ruthin, 20 ; Beaumaris, 

24; Carnarvon, 26 ; Mold, 31; Chester and City, April 3. 
WESTERN. 
Byles and Smith, JJ. 

Winchester, Feb. 26; Dorchester, Mar. 5; Exeter and 
City, 9; Bodmin, 16; Taunton, 20; Devizes, 27; 
Bristol, 31. 

OXFORD. 
Keating and Hannen, JJ. 

Reading, Feb. 24; Oxford, 27 ; Worcester aud City, Mar. 
4; Stafford, 9; Shrewsbury, 17; Hereford, 22; Mon- 
mouth, 24; Gloucester and City, 31. 

NorTHERN. 
Lush and Brett, JJ. 

Agpleby. Feb. 15; Carlisle, 16 ; Newcastle and Town, 
19; Durham, 25 Lancaster, Mar. 3; Manchester, 6; 
Liverpool, 20. . 

MIpLAND. 
Hayes, J., and Cleasby, B. 

Warwick, Feb. 24; Derby, Mar. 2; Nottingham and 
‘Town, 6; Lincoln and City, 10; York, 16 ; Leeds, 22. 

(Mr. Justice Mellor will remain in town.) 


LANCASHIRE SPRING ASSIZES, 1869. 

The Commissions for holding these assizes will be opencd 
at Lancaster, on Wednesday, the 3rd of March, at Man- 
chester, on Saturday, the 6th of March, and at Liverpool 
-on Saturday, the 20th of March. 

By an order made by the judges at the last Liverpool 
‘Spring Assizes “ for facilitating the entry of causes for trial 
at future assises for the southern division of this county, 
‘and for the more convenient arrangement of the business of 

assizes,’’ 

“Tt is (amongst others things) ordered as follow :— 

_ ‘Causes for trial at and Liverpool respec- 
tively may be entered provisonally at the office of the acting 
othonotary and associate at Preston, on such days 
previous to the commencement of each assizes as may by 





fe aetins prothonotary and associate be appointed in that 


“For the purpose of the entry, lists shall be prepared 
with such numbers in the margin thereof, from one upwards 
as the acting prothonotary and associate may consider likely 
0. SPRROENIN to the number of causes to be entered for 
trial.” 


“ Persons entering causes, either provisionally or other. 
wise, shall be at liberty to enter at any number which may 
be vacant.” 

«Causes entered provisionally shall stand in the list ag 
actually entered for trial unless withdrawn before the com. 
mencement of the entry on the commission day of the assizeg, 
No cause which shall be withdrawn shall be re-entered with. 
out leave of the court or a judge.” 

“Unless otherwise ordered by the Court or a judge, no 
cause shall be entered at the foot of any list to be pre 
as aforesaid until all the numbers therein shall have 
filled up, and if it shall happen when the entry is closed, 
that any,of the numbers not be filled up, the acting 
prothonofary and associate shall number the causes conse. 
cutively from the first to the last.” 

In pursuance of the above order, causes for trial at 
Manchester and Liverpool can be entered provisionally at 
the office of the Prothonotary of the Court of Common 
Pleas at Lancaster at Preston, as follows, viz: causes for 
trial at Manchester, on Monday, the 1st of March, and daily 
thereafter, until Thursday, the 4th of March inclusive, 
between the hours of ten o’clock in the forenoon, and one 
o’clock in the afternoon ; and causes for trial at Liverpool, 
on Monday, the 15th of March, and daily thereafter until 
Thursday, the 18th March inclusive, between the above 
mentioned hours. 

The entry of causes at Manchester and Liverpool respec- 
tively will commence at the Assize Courts, Manchester, and 
St. George’s Hall, Liverpool, immediately after the opening 
of the Commissions, and will close at nine o'clock in the 
evening on the commission day. 

The Court will sit at ten o'clock in the forenoon, at Man- 
chester and Liverpool ot gd on the Monday next 
following the commission day. 

The trial of special jury causes will commence at Man- 
chester, at ten o’clock a.M.,on Thursday, the 11th of March, 
and at Liverpool, at ten o’clock a.m., on Thursday, the 25th 
of March, and not earlier, unless the Court otherwise 
order. 

A list of causes for trial at Manchester and Liverpool re- 
spectively each day (except the first) will be exhibited in 
the | corridor of the court and in the library. 

By order of the jittees, 
DMuND R. Harris, 
Acting Prothonotary and Associate. 
Prothonotary’s Office, Preston, Ist February, 1869. 








Lady Lepel Alexander, wife of John Wallis Alexander, Esq, 
barrister-at-law, and aunt of the Marquis of see died on 
the night of January 29, at Eaton-square, London. Her lady- 
ship was the youngest daughter of thefirst Earl of M ve, 
by {artha Sophia, daughter of the late Christopher T. Maling, 

sq., of West Herrington, Durham ; she was therefore a sister 
of thre late Marquis of Normanby. She was born in July, 1805, 
and married Mr, Alexander in May, 1858. Mr. Alexander isa 
younger brother of Sir William John Alexander, Q.C., Attorney- 
General to the Prince of Wales, and is heir-presumptive to the 
baronetcy. 





Preaxrast.—A Successruy Exreaiment. —The “Civil Service Gazette” 
has the following interesting remarks :—‘‘ There are very few simple 
articles of food which can boust so many valuable and important 
dietary properties as cocoa. While acting on the nerves asa gentle 
stimulant, it provides the body with some of the purest elements of 
nutrition and at the same time corrects and invigorates the action of 
the digestive organs. These beneficial effects depend ina great 
measure upon the manner of its preperation, but of late years such 
close attention has been given to the growth and treatment of cocoa, 
that there is no difficulty in securing it with ty A usefal ey | 

jar success which Mr. Epps attained by his 

hic preparation of cocoa has never been surpassed by any 
. Farand wide the reputation of Epps’s Cocoa has 
spread by the simple force of its own extraordinary morits. Medical 
men of all shades of opinion have agreed in recommending it as the 
safest and most beneficial article of diet for persons of weak constitu. 
tions. This superiority of a particular mode of tion over all 
others is a remarkable proof of the great results to be obtained from 
little causes. By a thorough knowledge of the natural laws which 
govern the o ons of digestion and nutrition,and by a carefal 
application of the hee Kg of well-selected cocoa, Mr. Epps has 
provided our bi tables with a ae flavoured beverage 
which may save us many heavy doctors’ bills. Itis by the judicious 
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aseof such articles of Giet that a constitution may be gr adually 
pailt up until strong enough to resist every tendency to disease. 
is of subtle maladies are floating around us ready to attack 

may escape many a fa tal shaft 


there is a weak it. We 
ty keeping ourselves well Sohited with Fare tecod endl a propeciy 
nourished frame. 





PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


Last Qvoratton, Feb. 5, 1869. 
[From the Official List of the actual business transacted.) 
GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
per Cent. Consols, 93 Annuities, April, ’85 123 
ihto for Account, Mar. 4, 93} Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
sper Cent. Reduced, 93} 
New 3 per Cent., 933 
Do. 3} per Cent., Jan. 794 
Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. 794 _of Eng 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’73 Ct. (last half-year) 244 
Annuities, Jan, ’80 — Ditto for Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 
{nadia Stk.,10}p Ct.Apr.'74, 212 xd) Ind. Enf. Pr., 5p C., Jan.°72 1103 
Ditto for Account Ditto, 54 per Cent., May,’79 
Ditto 5per Cent.,July, 80 1123 Ditto tures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, — April, 64 — 
Ditto 4 per Ceat.gOct. ’88 102} Do. Do., 5 per Cent,, Aug. 73 1053 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 5 per Ct., £1000 26 pn. 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent. 923| Ditto, ditto, under £1006, 26 pm. 


,i2pm 
land Stock, 4 per 





RAILWAY STOCK. 





‘ Railways. Closing prices 





Bristol and Exeter ......csoccecvessesesere scenes 
Caledonian........o.sessersecerscsevers 


Do., East Anglian Stock, No. 2 ,........ 
Great Northern 
DOG A SEOCK®  .......ccrcccccccecccsccccocesere 
Great Southern and Western of Ireland 
Great Western—Original ........0s00ssse000 

Do., West Midland—Oxford,, 

Do., €0.— Newport ..rreesereeee 
Lancashire and Yorkshire ........ 
London, Brighton, and South Coas 
Lordon, Chatham, and Dover.. 

Loudon and North-Western., 
London and South- Western af 
Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincol 
Metropolitan,,..,.... 








Do., Birmingham Derby .. 
OCS TRTBIBT sce sccessccocccscccecccccsnccnceeets 
North London 
North Staffordshire...........ccccccsccssesceeeee 
South Devon ...... 
South-Eastern ......rcersccccossccescvereeececceees 


Do., Def 
Taff Vale Bi 
* A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. bas been paid to B. 


























INSURANCE COMPANIES. 





Price 
per 
share. 


Dividend 


per annum Names. | Shares. 





st | 
a 


cocwrcoonovocovsc eavrcoo 


| 8. 
Clerical, Ned. & Gen. Life! i 
County .. ove ove! 
Eagle ove oes eve} 
Equity and Law ... ove 
English & Scot. Law Life 
Equitable Reversionary...' 
Do, New... ase ave! 
Gresham Lite... ose! 
Guardian .., ove vee! 
Home & Col. Ass., Limtd. 
Imperial Life... 
Law Fire... eve ove 
Law Life ... tee del 
Law Union ove eee 
Legal & General Life ...| 
London & Provincial Law 
North Brit. & Mercantile 
124 & bns| Provident Life .., ta 
20 per cent] Royal Exchange... 
64 percent| Sun Fire 1... oe Ail 


cococo: 


~ 
SEeuassn 


eoececo™ 


2 


Pa 


5 per cent 


10 per cent 
6 per cent 
324 pr cent 
10 per cent 
20000) 5/178 6d pe 
5 per cent 
10 pe & bs 


criteSoScececc: 


ecosead 


ecoessceoooseocs cooco™ 
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Money Market anv City INTELLIGENCE. 

The Funds have beon in a somewhat irresolute mood this 
Week; at one time, a rumour that Greece had assumed a rational 
attitude occasioned a slight movement upwards, The Fun 
however, soon gave way, and have since been fluctuating an 
unsteady. Considerable gold withdrawals have taken — 
during the week. Foreign securities opened strongly, but have 
siice declined. Tho railway market shows more steadiness than 


any other, 
The directors of the London and County Bank have declared 





a dividend of 6 per cent., free of income tax, and a bonus of 25 
per cent. for the half-year ending Dec. 31. “ 

The directors of the Law Life Assurance Society, at their 
annual meeting, held on Tuesday, declared a dividend of £3 12s. 
with a bonus of 3s. per share. 

A is issued of Heaton’s Steel and Iron Company 
(Limited), capital £400,000, in £10 shares, of which three-fourths 
are to be and the remainder preference, the ordi re-- 
ceiving nothing till the preference have received £6 per cent.,. 
= the profits are to be distributed equally among all! 

res. 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 

BLOFELD—0n Jan. 31, at 4, Ridgway-terrace, Wimbledon. the wife of 
T. C. Blofeld, Esq., of a daughter. 

HARRISS—On Jan. 4, the wife of A. E. Harriss, Esq., Solicitor, Calcutta, 
of a son. ‘ 

MALLAM—On Jan. 27, at Park View House, Oxford, ths wife of George- 

Mallam, Esq., Solicitor, of a son. 
ULCOQ—On Jan. 25, at 22, Pembridge-gardens, W., the wife of Clement 
J. A. Ulcog, Esq., Advocate, of a daughter. 
DEATHS. 

INGRAM -On Jan. 29, at his residence, Slough, Bucks, Robert Hugh. 
Wilson Ingram, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of the Middle Te.aple, in the 
77th year of his age. 

MANLEY—On Feb. 2, at Bridport, Jemima Manley, the wife of Wil- 
liam Hewett Manley, Esq., Solicitor, Bridport, aged 32. 

MASHEDE2—On Jan. 5, at Morant’s Bay, Jamaica, Richard Masheder, 
B.A., Esq., of the Inner Temple, and for some time District Judge of 
Port Antonio. 

METHOLD—On Jan. 28, at Rainsford Lodge, Chelmsford, Henry Methold,. 
Esq., late one of the Masters of the Court of Commen Pieas, in his 


66th year. 
WOOSNAM—On Jan. 28, at Phillimore-gardens, Kensington, Charles- 
Thomas Woosnam ,Esq., Solicitor, Newtown, Montgomeryshire. 


LONDON GAZETTES. 
GHinding-up of Joint stock Companies. 


Frrpay, Jan. 29, 1869 

Lruttep in CHANCERY. 
Brynmawr Brewery Company{(Limited).—Petition for winding-up, pre~ 
sented Jan 26, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor Malins on 
Berkeley & Calcott, Lincoin’s-inn-fields, solicitors for the 





Feb 12. 
petitioners. 

Commercial Clothing Company (Limited).—Vice-Chancellor Malins has, 
by an order dated Nov 20, appointed Thomas Jeremy Thomas, of 187, 
Bishopsgate-st Without, official liquidator. Creditors are required, 
on or before Feb 23, to send their names and addresses, and the par- 
ticulars of their debts or claims, to the above. Thursday, March 4 at 
a. appointed for hearing and adjadicating upon the debts and 
claims. 

East London Bank (Limited and Reduced).—Petition for reducing the 
capital from £2,000,000 to £1,000,000. presented Jan 21, and the list of 
creditors to be made out for March 2. Thomas & Hollams, Mincing- 
lane, solicitors for the bank. 

TuespaY, Feb. 2, 1869. 
Lurrep 1n CHanceryY. 

Avonside Sugar Refinery Company (Limited).—Petition for winding- up 
presented Jan 27, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor Malins 
oo Rep 12. Whites & Co, Budge-row, Cannon-st, solicitors for the 
petitioner. 

Bristol Soap and Trading Company (Limited).—The Master of the Rolls 
has, by an order dated Jan 27, appointed Edward Gustavus Clarke, of 
Bristol, official liquidator. 

Birmingham Supply Association (Limited).—Vice-Chancellor Malias 
has, by an order dated Jan 23, ordered that the above association be 
wound up. Fallows & Son, Carlton-chambers, Regent-st, solicitors 
for the petitioners. 

Fairbairn Engineering Company (Limited and Reduced).—Petition pre- 
sented June 15, for reducing the capital from £250,000 to £150,000, 
directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor Jameson Feb 13, Cunliffe 
& Beanmont, Chancery-lane, solicitors for the company. 

General Iron Screw Collier Company (Limited and Reduced).—Petition 
presented for reducing the capital from £250,000 to £120,000. An 
creditor who is not entered en the list and claims to be so pelins 
must, on or before Feb 22, send in his name and address and the par- 
ticulars of his claim, to Thomas & Hollams, Commercial Sale Rooms, 
Mincing-lane, 

Imperial Hotel Company, Dover, (Limited).—The Master of the Rolls, 
has, by an order dated Nov 21, appointed Robert Payne, of 2, Copthall- 
didgs, official liquidator. Creditors nre reqnired, on or before March 
ll, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to the above. Tuesday, March 23 at 12, is appointed 
for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 

Joint Stock Coal Company (Limited).—Petition for winding-up, pre- 
sented Jan 27, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor Malins on 
Feb 12. Rooks & Co, solicitors for the petitioner, 

London Co-Operative Commissariat (Limited).— The Master of the Rolls 
has, by an order dated Jan 23, ordered that the above company be 
wound up, Peacopp, Lime-st-chambers, Lime.st, solicitor for the 
petitioner, 

National Provincial Assurance Compan y (Limited).—The Master of the 
Rolls has, by an order dated Jan 23, ordered that the above company be 

wound up. Litchfield & Burton, Serjeants’-inn, Temple, solicitors for 
the petitioners, 

Penryn Granite Quarries Company (Limited).—Petition for wsnding-up, 
presented Jan 13, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancelibr 
on Feb 12, Poole & Hughes, New-sq, solicitors for the petitioner. 

UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


Agriculturist Cattle Insursnce Company.—The Master of the Rolls doth 
peremptorily order that a call of £150 per share of £20, and of 
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£37 10s. per share of £5, be made on all the contributories ; and 
each of them do pay into the Bank ef England to the credit of the 
above company, on or or before Feb 11, the balance due. 
London Maritime Assurance Association.—Vice-Chancellor Malins has, 
by an order dated Jan 30, appointed Samuel Lowell Price, of 13, 
“ o Official liquidator. Creditors are panes. on or 
‘before Feb 22, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
- of their debts or claims, to the above. Monday. March I at 12, is ap- 
*Fointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 


Crevitors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day-of Proof. 
Farpay, Jan. 27, 1869. 
“Calder, Alex, Upper Woburn-pl, Esq. Feb 23. Forbes » Smith, V.C- 
Stuart. Boys & Tweedies, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 
-Eddon, Joseph, Melsonby, York, Yeoman. March 1. Emmerson v 
Eddon, V.C. James. J, W. & C. Hunton, Richmond, York. 
Edgell, Richd, Bishopstoke, Hauts, Surgeon. Feb 25. Wooldridge v 
Edgell, V.C. Malins. Sharp & Co,*Southampton. 
£yans, John, Camberland-ter, Regent’s-pk, Barrister. March 1. 
Phillips v Evans, V.C. Malins. Bulfrag Middleton, Bedford-row. 
- Griesbach, Hy Joseph Hershel, Dorundale Chota, Nagpore, East Indies, 
Assistant-Surgeon. June 20. Silburn v Griesbach, V.C. Malins. 





Ryder, . 

Maling, Thos, Woolwich, Saddler. Feb 22. Young v Maling, V.C. 
James. Farnfield, Woolwich. 

Parkes, Joseph, Wimpole-st, St Marylebone, Taxing Master. Feb 23. 
Gibbon cv Parkes, M. R. te, King’s Bench-walk. 

Stapies, Wm, Blackfen, Kent, Licensed Victualler. Feb 22. Staples v 
Staples, Y.C. Malins. Asprey, Furnival’s-inn. 

‘Wight, John White, Blakesley Hall, Northampton, Esq. Feb 27. Hill 
-o Hibbit, V.C. James. Meyrick & Uo, Storey’s-gate, Westminster. 


TvespaY, Feb. 2, 1869. 
Biss, Mary Godwin, Monmouth, Spinster. Oct 1. Biss vy Rooks, V.C. 
Stuart. Osborne, Ross. 
Elmslie, Mary, Epsom, Widow. Feb 23. Licey v Forbes, Y.C. Stuart. 
Boys & Tweedies, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 
Fremlin, Wm, Ryarsh, Kent. Feb20. Capon vFremlin, M.R. Norton 
& Son, Town Malling. 
‘Keeping, Joseph, Euston-rd, Licensed Victualler. Feb 26. Keeping v 
Esse, V.C. Malins. Cronin, Southampton-row, Bloomsbury. 
Leech, Anne, Alien-ter, Kensington, Widow. Feb15. Leech » Leech, 
i Phelps & Bennett, Red Lion-sq. 
Raymest, Jonathan, sen, Field-rd, Forest Gate, Gent. Feb 28. 
meats Puxiey, V.C. Malins. ead & Son, Jermyn-st, Regent-st. 
The Sea Gall, Hull. March 5, Swan v Ringrose, V.C. James. 
South, Sir Jas, Campden-hill, Kensington, Knight. Feb 27. South v 
ms, V,C. James. Merriman, Mitre-ct, Temple. 


Rays 


Wells, Eliz, Richmond, Widow. Feb25, Petherbridge e Spencer, M. R. | 


Tocque, Aldermanburr. 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim, 
Parmar, Jan. 29, 1869. 
Cardall, John, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Superannuated Excise Officer. 
April 3. Webb & Spencer, Birm. 
Catton, Robt Hutton, Ty th, Northumberland. Gent. 
April6. Aston, Manch. 


Mather & Cockcroft, Newcastie-on-Tyne. 
Cooke, John, Manch, Stock Broker. 
Davies, Rev Wm Hy, Clarges-st, Piccadilly, Clerk. March 9, Cuniiffe 
& Beaumont, Chancery-iane. 
Dudding, Jasper, Maidstone, Kent, Builder. March 25. Lee & Co, 
Lineoin’s-inn-fields. 
Adams, Wm, burgh-in-the-Marsh, Lincoln, Farmer. March1. Rhodes 
& Sous, Market Kasen. 
Pyelding, Robt, Reading, Berks, Brewer, Feb 27. Whatley & Dryland, 
Reading. 
Foster, Wm, Horringer, Suffolk, Stone Masor. March 18. Browne & 
Williams, Margaret-st , Cavendish -sq. 
Gardiner, Mary Ann Emelis, Portman-eq. March 1. Braikenbridge & 
aneene t Enoch Hoste} Holborn-circus. 
inson, Wakefield. York, Schoolmaster, 
1, Marsden, Wakefeld. . piioaiadis 
— , Shu, Heslington, York, Farmer. March 1. Thompson, 
Hemus, Tiios Handy, Lower Grosvenor-st, Butler. Feb27. Hunter & 


Co, New-2q, Lincin’s-ian. 
oa Jas, Waltham St Lawrence, Berks, Farmer. March 13. 
Barker, Car- 


wideon & Co, Weavers’-hali, Basingliall-st; 
Jones, Wm, Carmarthen, Slate 
. marthen. “bye 
ling, Sophia, Iwy-cottage, Acton-green, Widow. ‘ 
oping, & p a rg 2 he green, ow. March 1. Draper, 
Kerakovse liarapiet Horbury crescent, Notting-hill . 
th. "Peacoek oa Steen, Gray'einn. , Merchant. June 
ee, Joeyh Hall, Lambridge, Bath, ‘sjor. March 15. Cook, Bath, 
= ao a Aberyetwith, Cardigan, Widow. April 1. Lioyd, 
Ko Yamny Eliz, Bath, Bomerset, Widow. March 1. Shepheard& 


Roberts, Maurice, Asterigg, York. March 10, Jones & Paterson, 


Sthneiher, Thos Howell, Blan rford, Wil 
— Vous es ghterford, Wilts, Yeoman, March 1. 
March 15. Wignall, 


Smith, Kamer, Gravelly-hill, nr Birm, Gent. 
Raiworts, Thos, Bushwick, Worcester, Merchant. Feb 26, Marcy, 





Merchant. March 1, 


ii 
ockweil, ten}, Lpol, Urewer, March 1, Evans h& Lockett ool, 
Serra, Vin, trattord-upon-Avon, Warwick, Widow, "aoe }, 
Hotes & Cr, Bawtlors-upon- Avon. 
a Agua Withemina, Montpelier-1q, Rutland gate, Widow, 
$a %, shary, Gresham House, O14 Vroad-wt, 
a Leighton Vuzyard, wedtort, Music feller, March 25, 





| Dickinson, Wm, Bolton, Lancaster, Counterpane Manufacturer. 
March 31, ! 1 





Tuxrspay, Feb. 2, 1869. 


Ashwin, Thos, Barnsbury-rd, Islington, Gent. 
Hall, Gray’s-inn-sq. 

Brown, Charlotte, Kingsthorpe, Northampton, Spinster. May 1, 
Britten, Northampton. 

Brownson, Wm Hy, Manch, Silk Mercer, March 20. Storer, Manch, 

Clubb, Geo, Plumstead, Kent, Gent, March 31. Wates, Powis-s5 
Woolwich. : 

Cockshott, Wm, Engineer R.N. 
Strand, 

Colebrook, Geo, Foxley-cottages, Foxley-rd, North Brixton, Hop Mer. 
chant. March22. May & Sykes, Adelaide-p!, London-bridge. 

ee Geo, Mark-lane, Wine Merchant. Feb 27, Plews & Irvine, 

ark-lane. 

Etough, Rev Danl Olivier, Belsize-rd, Hampstead, Clerk in Holy Orders, 
March 15. Booty & Butt, Raymond-bldgs, Gray’s-inn, 

Horsfall, Geo. Luxley, Chester, Cotton Spinner. March!. Sutton & 
Elliott, Manch. 

James, Wm, Stainton, Cumberland, Gent. May 15. James, Penrith, 

Jones, boy 4, Bridgend, Glamorgan, Builder. March 20. Stockwood, 
Bridgend. 

Meyrick, Bridget, Aberystwith, Cardigan, Widow. 
Aberystwith. 

Redmond, Fras, jun, Hendon, Licensed Victueller. 
learys & Tunstall, Fenchurch-bldgs. 

Skinner, Saml, Langwith, Nottingham, Farmer. 
Worksop. 

Smith, Solomon, Eccles, nr Manch, Licensed Victualler. 
Sutton & Eliiott, Manch., 

Stock, John, Matching, Essex, Carpenter. March 25. Gibson, Chip. 
ping Ongar. 

Wintle, Thos, Swainswick, Somerset, Esq. March 25, 
Westhorp, Bristol. 


BGeeds registered pursuantto Gankruptey Act, 1$61. 
Famay, Jan. 29, 1869. 

Allen, Edwin, Old Kert-rd, Draper. Jan 20. A:st. Reg Jan 26. 

Armitage, Wm, Ball’s Pond-rd, Islington, Boot Manufacturer. Jan 4, 
Comp. Reg Jan 27. 

Ashford, Hy, Queen-st, Cheapside, Dealer in Photographs. 
Comp. Reg Jan 26. 

Ball, Thos, Cleveland-rd, Downham-rd, Commercial Clerk, Jan 22, 
Comp. Reg Jan 27. 

Bennett, Wm Thos, Birm, Builder. Dec 3). 


March t. Denton § 


March 3. _Ommanney, Norfolk-st, 


April 1. Loyd, 
March 1. Hil. 
March 1. Hodding, 
March 1, 


Gwynn & 


Dec 31, 


Inspectorship. Reg 


Jan 27. 
Benson, Chas, Leeds, Iron Founder. Jan 8. Asst. Reg Jan 26. 


| Berger, Joseph Alfred, Catharine-st, Strand, Bookseller. Jan 1, Comp, 


Reg Jan 28. 

Blaukeby, John Saml, Chesterfield, Derby, Hairdresser. Jan 11, Comp, 
few Jan 28. 

Brier, Jas, Prisoner for Debt, Armley. Jan 7. Asst. Reg Jan 28, 

Broadbent, Edwd, Wortley-rd, nr Leeds, Shoe Manufacturer. Jun 4, 
Comp. Reg Jan 27. 


| Brooks, Joseph, & John Colton, Leeds, Paper Merchants, Dec 30. Asst, 


Reg Jan 27. 

Cawood, Matthew, Hy, Ecclesfield, York, Farmer. Jan 14, Comp, 
Reg Jan 26. 

Jan 

. Asst. Reg Jan 28. 

Dickson, Andrew, Wakefield, York, Boot Dealer. 
Reg Jan 27. 

Drudge, Sam!, Newport, Isle of Wight, Carpenter. 
Beg Jan 26. 

Gale, Edwin, Birstall, & Joseph Hopkinson Gale, Brownhill, York, 
Manufacturers. Jan4 Asst. Reg Jan 29, 

Good, John, Great Grimsby, Lincoln, Builder. 
Jan 29, 

Green, Wm, Sleaford, Lincoln, Grocer. Jan1. Asst. Reg Jan 27. 

Grindell, Alfred, Kingston-upon-Hull, Paint Merchant. Dec 31, Asst. 
Reg Jan 27. 

Hurst, Hy, Caterbury-ter, Lorimer-sq, Walworth, Gent. Jan 20, 
Comp. Reg Jan 26. 

Hyam, Thos, liminster, Somerset, Iunkeeper, Jan5, Asst. 


Dec 22. Comp. 


Jan 4, Comp. 


Jan 2. Asst. Reg 


Reg 


Jan 27, 

Ide, Thos, Wm, Ide, & Richd Thos Hin, High-st, Shadwsll, Brass Fitters 
Dec 30. Comp. Reg Jan 27. 

Ide, Thos, & Wm Ide, tHigh-st, Shadwell, Glass Benders, Dec 31. Comp, 
Reg Jan 27, 

Jones, Dani Briton Ferry, Glamorgan, Merchant. Dec 17, Asst. leg 
Jan 26, 

Levol, Abraham Levy, Bishopsgate-st, Without, Cigar Manufacturer, 
Jan6. Comp. Reg Jan 24, 

Lewis, Kichd Limbury, Spring-st, Marylebone, Commission Agent, Jan 
19. Comp. Reg Jan 25. 

Lockett, Geo Laskefile, Fallowfield, Lincaster, Provision Dealer. Dee 
23. Asst. Keg Jan 29, 

Lhader, Richd, Morgan, Grocers’ Hull-ct, Accountant. Jan 23, Comp. 
Keg Jan 26. 

Marriott, Thos, Leighton Buzzard, Beds, Hop Merchant. Jan 11, 
Comp. Keg Jan 26, 

Martin, Wm, Jolin, Maiden rd, Kentish-town, Grocer. Dec 31, 
Reg Jan 2. 

Marzial, Kev Antoine Theophile, Branswick-row, Queen-sq, Pastor. 
Jan 16, Come. Keg Jan 28. 

MeUarter Jas, Tydd Gote, Cambridge, Commercial Traveller, Dec 29. 
Amt. Neg Jan 26, 

McLean, Kichd, Gossett-st, Betenal-green, Baker, Jar 13, 
Meg Jan 27, 

Meyrick, Richd, Worcester, out of business, Jan 4, Asst. Reg Jan 27. 

a Hy" ‘on, & Kdwin Morris, Birm, Lithographers. Jan 26, Comp, 

an 26, 
Oterenghan, Elizabeth, Leek, Stafford, Housekeeper, Jan6, Comp. 


Comp. 


Comp. 


Heg Jan 2%, 
Petty, Robert, & Thomas Donkin Sunderland, Durham, Grease Mana- 


factarers, Dee 41, Avst. Rog Jan 28, 
fawtell, Walter Join, Bouth Molten, Devon, Draper, Dec 14, Comp, 
Meg Jan 4, 
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— 
‘Sand Adam, Kingston-upon-Hull, Boot Manufacturer, Jan. 8. Comp. 


yx See » Maria, Hereford-ré, , Westbourne-grove, Upholsteress, Dec 24. 
Comp. Reg Ja 
ips. Hive Guerin, & Joshua Wm Brit‘an, Lpool, Stationers. Jan 16. 


. Reg Jan 26. 
Ph mg ‘Dudley-hitl, York, Builder.. Dec 31. Asst. Reg Jan 23. 
Turner, Jas Hazel- g ay nr Stockport, Chester, Glue Manufacturer. 
Dec 3!1.: Comp. Reg 27. 
Upton, Jas, Mile Ended, Draper. Jan9. Comp. Reg Jan 27. 
Wass, Wm, Sheffield, Builder. Dec 29. Comp. Reg Jan 26. 
agg em Leeds, Butcher. Dee 3l. Asst. Reg Jan 27. 
Jobn, & Chas, Mullis West, Lyle: Pagnell, Buckingham, 
Wet binet Makers. Jan5. Asst. Reg J 
slteoen, Moses, & Aaron Wilkinson, Hallas, York, Worsted Manu- 
facturers. Jan ll. Comp. Reg Jan 2 
ee, Gere Great Marlow, Bucks, Poneteis Jan 11, Comp. Reg 


vane Serhen, Westham, Sussex, Carpenter. Jan 23. Comp. 


Tuxspar, Feb. 2, 1869. 
Amas, Chas, jun, Hastings, Sussex, Draper. Jan 20. Asst. Reg 


fan 30. 

fuser, | Sarah Ann, Keighley, York, Paper Tube Maker, Jan 5. Comp. 
1. 

ban Robt, Edith-rd, Peckham, Builder. Dee 31, Asst. Reg 

busy, Geo; Benj, Milton nr Gravesend, Gent. Jan 21, Comp. Reg 


promfeid, John, Clee, Lincoln, Chemist. Jan 5, Conv. Reg Jan 29. 
Butcher, ‘alfred, Leicester, Commission Agent. Jan 4. Comp, Reg 


Jan 20, 

Butterworth, Walker, Wellington — a y= & Jas Butter- 
worth, Lpool, Merchants. Jan 13. mp. Reg Feb 1. 

Tendereon, Mat, » Hetton-le-Hole, Fn ronmonger. Jan 15. Comp. 

eb} 

‘Jones, Geo, Bristol, Hat Manufacturer. Jan 14, Asst, Reg Feb 1. 

_ John, , Cranfield rd, Brockley-rd, Deptford, Builder, Jan 18. Comp. 
eg Feb 2. 

ee svenes, Salford, Lancaster, Grocer. Dec 29. Comp. Reg 


Martin, Jas Gardiner, & Robt Martin, jun, Lpool, Builders. Jan 4. 
Asst. Reg Feb I. 

Mason, Edwd Chas, Bolsover-st, Gt Portland-st, Locksmith. Jan 28. 
Asst. Reg Jan 29. 

Mason, Wm, South Norwood, Fencer. Jan 25. Comp. Reg Feb 1}. 

bs tel Saml, Wetley Rocks, Stafford, Grocer. Jan 29, Comp. Reg 


1, 
Cazaly, Wm, Re! Lion-st, Draper. Jan5. Comp. Reg Jan 29. 
Dartnall, Wm Vigor, Meopham, Kent, Licensed Victualler. Jan 2. 
Asst. Reg Jan 29. 
ss bse =" Old-st, St Luke’s, Licensed Victualler. Jan5. Asst. 
eg Jan 
—_ John, Dolgelly, Merioneth, Draper. Jan 22. Asst. Reg 


Feb 
- Robt, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Grocer, Jan 13. Comp. Reg 


n'30, 

vata, Louisa, St George-st, Battersea. Nov 24. Comp, Reg 
e 

Harper, Algernon Hector, Bienheim-crescent, Notting-hill, Accountant. 


Jan 12. Comp. Reg Jan 29. 
Orton, John, Willenhall, Staffurd, Manufacturer, Jan2, Asst. Reg 


Jan 30. 
ee ines, Westminster Bridge-rd, Clothier. Jan 23. Comp, Reg 


Pearson, John, Manchester, Merchant. Jan 5. Asst. Reg Jan 30, 
a David Wm, Chapel-pl, Poultry, Merchant. Dec 29. Asst. Reg 


eb 2. 
—" Geo, Shoreditch, Boot Manufacturer. Jan 21. Comp. Reg 


ae Danl, Small Heath, Warwick, Grocer. Jan 21. Comp. 


Reg Feb 
Robinson, a Fall, & Wm Robinson, Manch, Grocers. Jan 16. Comp. 


og Feb. . 
= — 2B a Chapel-st, Somers-town, Greengrocer, Jan 11. 
mp, Reg 
. Swe Goodlad, Kingston upon-Hull, Merchant, Jan 5. Asst. 
an 30 
soit Thos, Sittingbourne, Kent, Linen Draper. Jan 15, Comp. Reg 
an 29. 
Sturmer, Thomas, & Elijah Starmer, Northampton, Shoe Manufacturers. 
Dee 29. Comp. Reg Fe' 
Tiwvers, Charles, Long Eaton, Derby, Coal Merchant, Jan 9, 
Comp, Reg Feb 1, 
Weekes, Sam! Toope, & Wm Wesker St Mary's-rd, Westbourne-pk, 
Builders, Jan4. Asst, Meg Fob 


Bankrupts. 
Frivay, Jan 29, 1869. 
To Surrender in London, 

Anzolato, Chas Hy Goat, Prisoner for Debt, London, Adj Jan 20. 
Yopys. | Feb 1s at? 

Bennett, War Thos, & Wm‘Weston Benret, Prisoners for Debt, Maid. 
stone: Pet Jan 25, Popya, Feb 18 at 2, Pook, Lawrence Pountney- 
tano, Cannonsat, 

Borlette, Hy, Cheapside, Loather Merchant, Tet Jan 26, Feb 17 ata, 
Lawrence, Lincoln'’s-iun-tlolda, 

Dieeaa, War, Ashdown-#y Kontish town, outol employ, Tet Jan 25, 

Roche. Feb 10 ab, Richetts, Fredoriok-st, Gray's-inn-rd, 

Marna, Thos, Whiteere ssepl, Wiloonest, Finsbury, Licensed Victualler. 
Her dan 27, Koche, Feb 1) att, Spiller, South=pl, Finsbury, 

Cavaly, Chas, Bournemouth, Southampton, I Licensed V jotualler, Det 
Janes, Murray, Feb® at, Druitt, Cheistehureh, Hants, 

ealoe. arthur Anthony, Prisouer for Debt, London. Adj Jan 19, 

ab 

Coen, Sami, Prisoner for Debt, Lond We Pot Jan 96 (for pan), Reehe, 
Poo 10ut1a, Biddlow, South=sq, Gray'aeinn, 





Cook, Eliza, Old Kent-rd,-ont of business. Pet Jan 23. Feb 17 at 12. 
Barton & Drew, Fore-st. 
Cc ar rhe High-st, Deetene, Baker. Pet Jan%6. Feb 1? at 2. 


beg Hy, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Janl0. Popys. Feb- 

al 

Durrant, Wm, & John Jas Haylett, Gorleston, Suffolk, Boat Builders.. 
Pet Jan 27. Roche. Feb 10 att. Linklaters ade Walbrook. 

Foskett, Wm Bernard, Union-st, Middlesex Hospital , Carpenter. Pet 
Jan 26. Pepys. Feb 18 atl. Marshall, Lincoln’s -inn-fields. 

Gadd, John, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Jan 20. Feb 22 at 11. 

Girtanner, Chas, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Jan 19. Pepys. 
Feb 18 at 12. 

Gould, gooegh, High-st, Woolwich, Chemist, Pet Jan 23. Pepys. 
Feb 1! at 2. Harrison; Basinghall-st. 

Hall, Mary Ann, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Jan 25 (for pau). 
Roche. Feb 10 at 12. Pittman, Guildhall-chambers. 

Hare, Richd Fras, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Jan 26 (for pau). 
Rothe. Feb1l0at12. Biddles, South-eq, Gray’s-inn. 

Hayhoe, Joseph, jun, Newmarket St “Mary, Suffolk, Training Groom. 

PetJan 21. Pepys. Feb tiati2. Lawrence & Co, Oid Jewry- 


chambers. 

Hogard, Hy Auguste Eugene, Cleveland-rd, Islington, Commercial 
Cierk. PetJan 25. Pepys. Feblsatil. Wild & Barber, Iron- 
monger-lane. 

Horn, Hy, Frederick-ter, Gordon-grove , Holland-rd, Brixton, General 
pont Ames. a Pet Jan 25. Roche. Feb10at ii. Ody, Trinity-st,. 

uthwark, 

Ings, John, jun, Prisoner for Debt, Fisherton Anger. Adj Jan 21. 
Pepys. Feb 18 at 1. 

Jackson, Jas, Oxford-st, Hotel Keeper, Pet Jan 26. Roche. Feb 10 at 
12, Sydney, Golden-sq. 

Jonas, Saml, Wood-st, Spitalfields, Wholesale Clothier. Pet Jan 25. 
Feb 17 at !. Beard, Basinghall-st. 

Lock, Sarah, Woolwich, Boot Maker. Pet Jan 27. Feb22at12. Pid- 
cock, Woolwich. : 

Lucas, Hy, Prisoner for Debt, London. _Adj Jan 20. Pepys. Feb 18. 


at 2. 

Mathieu, Jean Baptiste Hector, Red Lion-st, Clerkenwell, Fancy Hat- 
Manufacturer. Pet Jan 25. Pepys. Feb Vi at 12, Thistlethwaize,. 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Matthews, Wm Edwd, Essex-rd, a Comm Agent. Pet Jan 25. 
Roche. Feb 10 at 11. Basinghall- st. 

Mercer, Harriett, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Jan 19. Pepys, 
Feb 18 at 12. 

Olliver, Anthony, Prisoner for Debt, honaen- Pet Jan 20 (for pau).. 

Pepys. Febi8at 2. Dobie, Gresham-s' 

Pauly, Geo Emil, Park-rd, Peckham, Commercial Clerk. Pet Jan 23. 
Feb 17 at 12. Nind, Basinghall-st. 

Poulson, Geo, Harrow, Builder. Pet Jan 26. Febi7at 1. Hutchin-- 
son, Marylebone-: 

Puzey, Wm, Richmond, out of business. Pet Jan £3. Pepys. Febli 
at2. Shereff & Son, Austin Friars. 


Reed, Geo Barnewe!l, Prisoner for Debt, London. -Adj Jan20. Feb. 


22at ll. 

Reville, Joel, Dover, Kent, om gel Pet Jan 29. Pepys. Feb iS at 
1. Godfrey, Hatton- 

Riley, Wm, & Chas Fredk Riley, Prisoners for Debt, London. Adj 
Jan 19. Feb22at 1. 

Scott, Hy, South-end, Croydon, Whitesmith. Pet Jan 26. Pepys. Feb- 
18 ati2. Parry, Croydon. 

Simpson, Valentine Bennett, Stamford-st, Tottenham, Gent. Pet Jan 
26. Roche. Febl0atl2. Lewis & Co, uld Jewry. 

Terrell, John, Edmund:st, New Chureh-rd, Camberwell, Baker. Pet 
Jan 27. Roche. Feb iQ at I. Innes & Son, Leadenball-at. 

Virgin, Geo, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Jan 23 (forpan}. Pepys. 
Feb IS atl. Biddles, South-sq, Gray’s-inn. 

Wadswor:h, Godfrey Bingley, sen, Westbourne, Sussex, Sargeon. 
Pet Jan 26. Vepys, Feb is at 12, Nicholas & Co, Covk’s-ct,. 
Lincoln’s inn. 

Wood, Thos, Prickend, Chiselhurst, Kent, Butcher. Pet Jan 23. Pepys. 
Fe b 18 at ti, Ingle & Co, Threadneedie-st. 

w oul. Thos Obed, Ingleton st, Brixton-rd, Carman, Pet Jan 25. Fed 
lj atia. Tilley, Finsbury-pavement. 

To Surrender n the Country. 

Altetson, Hy, New Fletton, Huntingdon, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet Jan: 
23. Guches. Peterborough, Fed9 at Li. Law, Stam 

Bailey, Fredk Harvey, Aldershot, Southamptoa. Pet Jan 23, Hollest.. 
Farnham, Feb att2, Eve, Aldershot. 

Bent, Edwd, rierley-hill, Stafford, Emigration Agent. ~ Jan 27. 
Harward, Stourbridge. Fed 15 at 10. Collis, Stoa 

Bond, John, Lpool, — Maker. Pot Jan 27. Lpoo 1 Feo Wat 


tl, Bellringer, Lpool 

Brewster, Arthur Robt, Prisoner for Debt, — Adj Jan 8. 
Gepp. Sudbury, Feo That 12. Cardiuall, Halstead, 

Brooker, Jas, Rainham, Kout, Carter, Pea Jan 27. Hills. Sitting~ 
bourne, Feb 10 at 11.30. Hayward, Rochester. 

Buekler, John, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Ligensed Retailer of Ale. 
Pet Jan 26. Brown, Wolverhampton, Feb 8 at ly, Underail,. 
Wolverhampton, 

Burton, Joseph, Leeds, Sop Dealer, Pet Jan 26. Leeds, Feb Isat tl. 
Simpson, Lectils, 

Cane, Richd Wm, Southampton, Musical Isatrament Maker, Pet Jan 
25. Thorndike, Southampton, Fed fl at 12. Lobh, Southampten, 


Carae, David, Kiem, Commercial Traveller, Pet Jan Bi, Lpeel, Feb. 


Wat lt. Martina, Lpooal, 


Coggins, Jas, Lpool, Stevedore. Pet Jan 23, Hime, Lpool, Feb 10- 


at’, Grovott, Lpool, 


Corrigan, Edw@, Lpool, Poulterer, Pet Jan $3. Hime. Lpoel, Feb- 


1lOab¥, Groeott, Loo, 

Cutler, Geo, Stourdrithze, Worcester, Provesa Server, Dea Jan 22. 
Harward, Stourbridge, Ped bvae Fy. Wall, Stourtritge, 

Davies, John Thos, Boo te caum-hinaere, mp Lpool, Book Neepor, Pet 


Janda tliame, bypee', Pb Liat ad. BlaeKhwrat, Lpoek, 
Koel, laaad, Noting haw, Clerk, Pet Jan 88, Pateblet, Nottinghar, 
Fob #4 at 10.20. Coaneh, Notringteva, 
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Ford, Thos, Prisoner tor Debt, Walton, Adj Jan 21. Lpool, Feb 9 


Devon, Seaman. Pet Jan 26. Pearce. Eust 
mee & Sona, Pl. 
for Debt, Chester. Adj Jan 18. 


. . 


ee Se” eee. 
at 

i Wm, Lpoo!, out of business. Pet Jan 25. Hime. Lpool, 
eb 12 1. 


at 2, 
Hinchliffe, Reuben, pen, Hadderseld York, Joiner. Pet Jan 26. Leeds, 
Feb 15 at 11. Learoyd & Learoyd, Hi 
Daw, Wibsey, York, Boot Maker. Pet Jan 26. Bradford, 
Feb 16 at 9.15. Hutchinson, B: 
‘Horsfall, John, Pe ae Lancaster, Joiner. Pet Jan 26. Fardell. 
Manch, Feb 8 . Ma: 


ackeon, Emelia Emeline, Preoner for Debt, Taunton, Adj Jan 16. 
Wilde. Bristol, Feb 10 at 11. 

Jennison, Robt, & Wm Garlick Jernison, Kingston-upon-Hall, out of 
business. Pet Jan 27. Leeds, Feb 10 at 12. Summers, Hull. 

‘Kemp, Jas, Gravesend, Kent, Retailerof Beer. Pet Jun 25. South- 
gate. Gravesend, Feb 10at12. Bickley, Bouverta-st, Fleet-st. 

Knowles, a Chichester, Currier. Pet Jan 22. Sowton. Chichester, 


Feb 10 at 1 
a Devon, Baker. Pet Sept 29. Bryett. 
Windeatt, Totnes. 


Dartmo' 
binge me Feb 13 at 1. 
Lee, Joseph Wm, Leicester, Engineer. Pet Jan 13, Tudor. Birm, 
Pet Jan 15 (for pau). 


Feb9at il. Stevenson, Leicester. 
Catherine, Carmarthen, Inokeeper. 
Lloyd. Carmarthen, Feb 6 at 12. Davis, Carmarthen. 
Alfred, Alveratoke, Hants, Baker. Pet Jan 25, Howard. 
Portsmouth, Feb = 12. pana Spt; be gee es ae 
Lomas, oseph, leton, Maneh, Comm Agen t Jan 
Hulton. Salford, Feb 13 at 9.30. Dowling, Manch. 

Lowe, Wm, Wolverhampton, Stafford, out of business. Pet Jan 22. 
Brown. Wolverhampcon, Feb 8 at 12. ys es Wolverhampton. 
Mann, John, Sandy, » Saddler, PetJan 25. Hooper. Biggles- 

wade, Feb 16 at 10. Barker, Biggleswade 
vo Wm, Market Harborough, Leicester, Draper. Pet Jan 16, 
Birm, Feb 10 at 12, Griffiths & Bloxham, Birm 
Bd Jas, Codford St Mary, Wilts, Farm’ Bailiff. Pet Jan 25. 
Ponting. Warminster. Feb 15 at 12. Seagram, Warminster. 
Minor, Ng bore <> ge for Debt, Lancaster. Adj Dec 16. Kay. 
at 


Morgan, Nicholas Bradford, Manch, Comm Pet Jan 22. 
Macrae. Manch, Feb il atil. Marsland & Aa Raaw, Manch. 

Nixon, Joseph, Prisoner for Debt, Staffurd. Adj Jan 6, Harley. 
Bristol, Feb ig at 12. Thick, Bristol. 

Pattison, Thos, Crook, Durham, Labourer. Pet Jan 26. Trotter. 
Bishop Auckland, Feb 15at 10. Thornton, ae Auckland. 

se Hermon, Uerby, Pork Butcher. Pet Jan 26. Weller. 

» Feb 10 at 12, ome Derby. 

Pony, as, New Town, Leigh, Worcester, Draper's Assistant. Pet Jan 
25. Beale. Gt Malvern, Feb9atll. Wilson, Worcester. 

Rees, Rees, Godrefach, Carmarthen, Colliery Proseloter. Pet Jan 25. 
Davies, ’ Liandilofawr, Feb8atil. Morris, Swansea. 

Roberts, Robt, Rhy!, Flint, Painter. Pet Jan 28. Lpool, Feb 11 at 12. 
Evans & Lockett, Lpool. 

Robinson, Jas, Salford, Mechanic. Pet Jan 26. Hulton. Salford, 
Feb 13 at 9.30. Heath, Manch. 

Rolfe, Jas, Pakenham, Suffolk, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet Jan 27, 
Collins. Buy wy Edmunds, Feb 11 at 10. Nunn, jun, Ixworth. 
ms, Joseph, St Alban’s, Hertford, Saddler. Pet Jan 22. 
Blagg. St tao Feb 10 at 12. Annesley ,8t Alban’s. 

Seweil, Jas, Winteringham, Lincoln, Farmer. Pet Jan 23. Brown. 


eeee co eehet, Feb 17 atil. Nowell & Priestley, Barton-on- 

amber. 

Shackleton, Absolam, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Wholesale Confectioner. 
Pet Jan 26. Gibson. Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Feb 9 at 12. 
Johnston, Newcastie-upon-Tyne. 

Sibbald, Margaret Agnew, Prisoner for Debt, Chester. Adj Jan 18. 
Macrae. Manch, Feb 12 at 12. 

Soper, Pelion, Farnham, Surrey, Marine Store Dealer. Pet Jan 25, 
Holiest. Farnham, Feb at 12. Eve, Aldershot. 

Stimpson, John, Dunstable, Bedfurd, Keer Retailer. Pet Jan )9 
PM Aute. saree. Ee Sat ‘10. 

nd, Robt, Cardiff, G agg we Dra; Pet Jan 22, Wilde. 
<n Feb 10 at I. Haigh, King-st, Cheapside. 

‘Themen das Walter, Lpool, Wine Broker. Pet Jan ‘21. Lpool, Feb 11 

Bretherton & Lpool. 

Tedd, ‘ion, reg a Pet Jan 25. Hulton. Salford, Feb 

13 at 9.30. Leigh, » Manch. enna 
oe. nr Stou r, Dealer in 
Harward. Stourbridge, Feb ita at "0. 

Tongs, Jas, Southampton, Basket Maker. Pet Jan 2). Tnorndike. 
Southampton, Feb LI at 12. Mackey, Southampton. 

Walker, Sami John, Manch, Merchant. Pet Jan 25, Farde!l, Manch, 
Feb 9 at It. Stringer, Manch. 

Wail, pton, Stafford, Boat mee Pet Jan 25. Watson, 
Oldbury, Feb 23 at I. shakespeare, O A 

Williams, Antwine Hdwin, Ramsgate, Kent F erman. Pet Jan 23, 

Ramsgate, Feb ltatil. Bowling, Ramegate. 
Williams, kawd, Newtown, Bristol, Painter, Pet Jan 26. Harley. 
Bristol, Feb i9 ati2, Bedell. 
ham, Farmer. Pet Jan 27. Newton, 
ley, Newark. 
Shettield, Catlery Manufacturer. Pet Jan 27, 
1d, Feb 10 at 1, Binney & Sons, 

Woollands, Adam, Prisoner for Debt, Cardiff. Aj Jan 15. Nusssell, 
Merthyr Tydfil, Veb9 at 1). Lewis, Merthyr Tydfil. 

Tueepar, Feb, 2, 1869, 

To Surrender in London. 
Aidous, Jas Richd, Grange-rd, Bermondsey, Carpenter, Pet Jan 29. 
Musray, Peblbatit, Chipperfield, Triaity-st, Southwark. 





Geo, Clock Henry.) Detjersen, mee Worker. Pet Jan 30, i 


Allen, Geo, 
ray. Feb a Morri 
Louis, T! St Giles, Cambrid, a eee Thrashing Machine 
Bot Jan 38. "Pepys, eb 19 at 12. Hensman & Co, 


hill. 
Banton, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Jan 27 (for pan). Pepys, 
Feb 19 at 2. Plunkett, Gutter-lane. 
Bately, Benj, Gt Yarmouth, Norfolk, Fish Curer. Pet Jan 29, Pepys, 
Feb 19 at i. Vyner, Cook’s-ct, Lincoln’s-inn. 
Berry, Geo, & Thos Wilson, Folkestone, Kent, Civery-stable, Keepers 
Pet Jan 28. Murray. Feb 15 at 11. Minter, Folkestone 
Black, Wm, Cannon-st, Brash Manufacturer. Pet Jan 28. Murray, 
Feb 15 at 12. Finney, Furnival’s-inn, Holborn. 
Bradley, Albert Jas, be hag eke Dalston, Cabinet Maker. Pet Jan 
28, Feb 22 at 1. Dobie, Gresham-st. 
Bridger, John, Mayfield, Sussex, Grocer. Pet Jan 28. Feb 22ati, 
Sole & Co, Aldermanbury. 
Brown, Geo, ide, Woollen Warehouseman. Pet Jan 27. Feb 
at 12. Anderson, Ironmonger-lane. 
Bunnell, Joseph, Ipswich, se Draper. Pet Jan 19. Feb 24at}2, 
Davidson & Co, Basinghall-s 
Chetry, Philip, Odessa-rd, Tertttigian: Commercial Clerk. Pot Jan 
28. Pepys, Febi8att!. Harrison, Basinghall-st. 
Clarke, Chas, Norwich, Ale a 
2. Storey, King’s-rd, 
Cohen, Harris Sam, & Sam! Beajemia, Union-st East, —— 
Woollen Warehouseman, Pet Jan23. Feb 22at12. Lloyd & Lan 
Gresham-bidgs, Basing’ Basinghall-st. 
x, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, London, Pet Jan 28 (for pau). Mims 
og Feb 22 at 2. "Biddles, South-sq, Gray’s-inn. 
, Tottenham-rd, Kingsland, no business. Pet Jan 28, 
Feb 15 at 12. Dobie, Gresham st. 
has, Manchester-mews North, goer et. | Farrier. Pet 


Pet Jan 3), Pepys. Feb 19 at 


Debnam, Joseph, passage, 
Pet Jan 27. Feb2¢atil. Ashurst & Co, Old Jewry. 

Delve, Geo, Whetstone, Baker. Pet Jan 30, Pepys. Feb 19 at 2, 
Henbury, Staple-inn. 

i 5 John, Gravesend, Kent, Cow Keeper. Pet Jan22. Feh24 at 

Lewis & Co, Old Jewry 

Miesuane Saml Alex, Walford- rd, Stoke Newington, Dealer in Faney 
Goods. Pet Jan28. Feb22at2. Pittman, Guildhall-chambers, 

Hore Wa Mii End-rd, Pastry Cook. Pet Jan 27 (f ). 
0; m, Mile End- 'astry Coo et Jan for pau ‘ 
Feb 19 atl. Watson, ’Basinghall-st t. Pepys 

Hopkins, Richd John Thurston, Mercer-st, Long-acre, Billiard Table 
— Pet Jan 29. Murray. Feb 15 at 12, Shiers, New-inn 

tran 

Jennings, Albert Gee, Peak-hill-avenue, Sydenham, no business, Pet 

se 23. Pepys. Febi9 at ll. Watson, Basinghall- “Bt. 
Shadrach, Ardleigh, Essex, Cattle Dealer. Pet Jan 28, Pepys. 

Feb aoe at i. Jones, Colchester . 

Kestin, Ric hd Garrard, Ciifton-ter, South Norwood, Insurance Agent, 
Pet Jan 29. Murray. Feb l5at1l. Miller & Stubbs, Eastcheap. 
Maeers, Hy, Fort-rd, Bermondsey, Carpenter. PetJan 26. Pepys. 

Feb 18 at 1. Holmes, Fenchurch-st. 
Millard, Bernard Huntinck, Talfourd-rd, Peckham, Merchant’s Clerk. 
Pet Jan 28. Feb 22 at 2. Peckham, Knight Rider-st, Doctors’- 


commons: 

Oakman, Thos, & Susan Oakman, Frederick-st, Limehouse, Hosiers. 
Pet Jan 13. Feb 22at 1. Webster, Basinghall-st. 

Pascoe, Jas, Porter-st, Soho, Baker. Pet Jan 29. Feb 22 at 2. Pitt- 
man, Guildhall chambers, Basinghall-st. 

Penfold, Sam), Gt Dover-st, Sowlagten, House Decorator. Pet Jan 26, 
Feb 17 ati. Rhodes, Church-ct, Clement's-lane. 

Roffle, John Fredc, Roman- rd, a Traveller. Pet Jan 25, 
Feb 17 at 12. Peverley, Gresham-bidg 

Russell, Benj, Grosvenor-pl, Pockians- grove, Camberwell, Comm 
Agent. Pet Jan 28, Murray. Feb 15 at 11, Harrison, Basing- 

-st 

Saunders, Joseph Chas, Ponton-rd, Ninc-Elms, Vauxhall, General 
Shop Kee; Pet Jan 27. Feb 22 at 12. Buchanan, Basinghall-st. 

Bt, a sq, Tailor. Pet dau 


P 
Slatyer, Joseph Upper C 
28. Pepys. Feb 18 at 13, Taylor, Old J 8 
Spicer, ‘Gna a St John’ pee Jab Driver, Pet Jan 


29. Pepys. Febi9atl. Rigby, Basinghal 
Tanner, J ee St Mary’ 3 Cn, Kert, ow Servant. Pet Jan 
29. Feb 22 at 2 Rigby, Bas nghall-st. 
Thornton, Wm, 8t “John' ‘s-hill, Soeur tien, Builder. Pet Jan 29. 
Pepys. Feb 19 atl. Braham, Furnival's-inn, 
Utton, Hy Alex, Waddon New-rd, Croydon, Clerk. Pet Jan 26, Feb 
17 at 1, Lewis & Co, Old Jewry. 
Wilkinson, Lewis Chas, Duke-st, Lisson-grove, Marylebone, Licensed 
ictualler. Pet Jan 20, Feb 19 atli. Briant, Winchester-house, 
Old Broad-st. 
Young, John Christopher, Compton-st, Brunswick-sq, Dairyman. Pet 
Jan 28, Murray. Feb 15 at ti. Godfrey, Hatton -garden. 
To Surrender in the Couutry. 
Airey, Wm, Lpool, Joiner, Pet Jan 27. Lpool, Feb 16 at il 
Dixon, Lpoo!, 
Bailey, Jos, Colastestons York, oie, Pet Jan 28. Mason. 
Wakefield, Feb 16 at 11. Barratt, 
Battersby, Johay xeter, Tailor. Pot Jan 26, Exeter, Feb 13 ab Il. 


— David, gy Huptingdon, Miller. Pet Jan 98. Margetts. 
n, Feb 16 at 10,30. Gaches, Peterborough. 

Pm Ohn Whittingham, Folkestone, Kent, Beerhouse Keeper. 
Pet Jau 26, Brockman, Folkestone. 

Bottomley, David, Mixenden, York, Excavator, PetJan 29, Rankin. 
Halifax, Feb 16 at 10, jBrorey Halifax. 

Boutwood, Wm, Laton, Bed! ford, Straw Hat Manufacturer. Pet Jan 37. 
Austin. Luton, Febi2? at 10, Scarvill, Luton. 

Sous, Saw, Tae Oy Be Lancaster. AGj Jan 20. Hime. 


Lpool, o 
uy ~ Wm Hgglscte Leicester, Shoemaker. Pet Jan 27. 
Dewee, ac la-Zouch, Feb 13 af 10, Cheatle, Ashby-de-ls 





$29 \\ = 


Es 


geste 


oe 


—= 


SS 53 3 of Fl 





Feb, 6, 1868. 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 281 








—_ = 

Sarah, Norwich, out of business. Pet Jan 30. Palmer- 
Creed, ich, Feb 19 at ll. Chittock, Norwich, sre 
Crosley, John Wm, Leeds, Innkeeper. Pet Jan 29. Leeds, Feb 15 at 
Il. 


‘Simpson Leeds. 
, 
, Geo Endon, Macclesfield, Chester, Cotton Spinner. Pe5 Jan 30. 
ee eed, fet nase” Ba 
, Lot, ’ , Ironmonger. Jan 30. Leeds, Feb 
agat ll. Lodge, Bradford. 
Sigington Thos, Birm, Baker. Pet Jan 29. Tudor. Birm, Feb 12 at 
1%. Rowlands, Birm. 
Fowler, Joseph Wm, Birm, Tea Dealer. Pet Jan 30. Hill. Birm, 
feb 17 at 12. Webb & Spencer, Birm. 
Green, Alfred, St Leonard’s-on-Sea, Sussex, Upholsterer. Pet Jan 30. 
Young. Hastings, Feb 15at!1. Philbrick, Hastings. 
i Arthur, Luton, Bedford, Straw Hat Manufacturer. Pet Jan 
97, Austin. Luton, Feb 12 at 10. Scargill, Luton. 
Griffiths, David, Melincrythan, Glamorgan, Butcher, Pet Jan 29, 
M . Neath, Feb 16 atl. Payne, Neath. 
, Wm, Tilstock, Salop, Pig Dealer, Pet Jan 27. Jones. 
Whitchurch, Feb 19 at 1. Davis, Shrews - 
Hall, Thos, hag Leicester, Farmer. Pet Jan 30. Tudor. Birm, 
Feb 23 at 1! n, borough. 
Valiam, Wm, Hinckley, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer. Pet Jan 28. 
Hill. Birm, Feb 17 at 12. Preston, Hinokley, 
Herbert, Jas, Lpool, Draper's Assistant. Pet Feb 1. Lpool, Feb12at 
i. Bellringer, — 
Hetherington, Geo, Curthwaite, Cumberland, no occupation. Pet Jan 
. . Wigton, Feb 15 at 12. Ostell, Carlisle. 
Haghes, John, Bangor, m, Baker. Pet Jan 29. Lpool, Feb 
gat 12, Evens & Lockett, Lpool. 
Johnson, Wm Jas, Colchester, Essex, Tailor. Pet Jvn 26. Barnes. 
Colchester, Feb 13 at 3. Jones, Colchester. 
Jones, Price, Abergele, Denbigh, Farmer. Pet Feb 1. Lpool, Feb 16 
at 12. Evans & kett, Lpool. 
Lambert, Raymond, Corse, Gloucester, Bntcher. PetJan29. Wilde, 
Bristol, Feb 12 at 11. Cooke, Gloucester. 
Lambert, Robt, jun, West Witton, York, Quarryman. Pet Jan 30, 
Robinson. Leyburn, Feb 18 at 10. Robinson, Darlington. 
Love, Jas, Ci ter, Gl ter, Innkeeper. Pet Jan 27. Anderson. 
Cirencester, Feb 15 at 12, Lovett, Cricklade. 
Minson, John, Yeuvil, Somerset, Journeyman Painter. Pet Jan 27. 
Batten. Yeovil, Feb li atil, Slade, Yeovil. 
Mitchell, Geo Hy, Southampton, Library Attendant. Pet Jan 30, 
Thorndike. Seuthampton, Feb 1! at 12. Mackey, Southampton. 
Newcombe, Joseph, Torquay, Devon, Builder. Pet Jan 29. Exeter, 
Feb 12at2. Fioud, Exeter. 
Nurse, Jas Chas, Nailsworth, Gloucester, Coal Merchant, Pet Jan 
2%. Wilde, Bristol. Feb 12 at 11. Trenerry, Bristol. 
Offord, John, Gislingham, Suffolk, Farmer, Pet Jan 28. Chenery 
oe. I2at li, Gudgeon, Stowmarket, 
, Jas, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj Jan 20. Hime. 
Lpool, Fob 12 at 3. 
Page, Thos, Sedgely, Stafford, Limestone Miner. Pet Jan 26, 
Walker. Dudiey, Feb 12 at 12. Rowe, Dudley. 
Pearson, Geo, Bristol, Accountant. Pet Jan 28, Harley. Bristol, 
Feb 19 at 12. Benson & Elieton. 
Pilkington, John, Burnley. Lancastér, Mason. Pet Jan 28. Hartley. 
Burnley, Feb 15 at 3. Hariley, Burnley. 
Pindard, Joseph, Manthorpe-cum-Little Gonerby, Lincoln, Plumber. 
bes Jan 27. Thompson. Grantham, Feb 16 at 11. Malim, Gran- 
‘bam. 





Prestwood, Thos, Mareham le-Fen, Lincoln, Wood Dealer. Pet Jan 
29. Leeds, Feb 24 at 12. York, Boston. 

Radford, Robt, Prisoner for Debt, Shrewsbury. Pet Jan 18, Croxon, 
Oswestry, Feb 2@ at 11.30. Broughall, Shrewsbury. 

Rande!l, Richd, Bardstaple, Devon, Journeyman Coachmaker. Pet 
Jan 30, Bencraft. Barnstaple, Feb 15 at 12. Thorne, Barnstaple. 

Richards, John, Fowey, Cornwall, Master Mariner. Pet Jan 26. 
Carlyon. St Austell, Feb 12 at 12.30, Meredith, St Austell. 

Richardson, Joseph, Lpool, Butcher. Pet Jan 28. Hime. Lpool. 
Feb 15 at 2. Blackhurst, Lpool. 

Ridsdale, Thos, Bolton on-Swale, York, Labourer. Pet Jan 30, 
Tomlin, Richmond, Feb 9 at 11.30. Robinson, Darlington: 

Shoebridge, Thos, Tonbridge, Kent, Wheelwright. Pet Jan 29. 
Alleyne. Tonbridge, Feb 17 at 10. Palmer, Tonbridge. 

Shatt, Lewis, Bideford, Devon, Coal Dealer. Pet Jan 20. Rooker. 
hideford, Feb 13 at 11, Turners, Bideford. 

Suttor, Wm, Lpool, Butcher. Pet Jan 28, Hime, Lpool, Feb 15 at 
3, Blackhurst, Lpool. 

Thempson, Jas, Longhrigg, Westmoreland, Tailor. Pet Jan 20, 
Taylor. Ambleside, Feb 17 at 12. Nicholson, Ambleside. 

Thornthwaite, Wm, Braithwaite, C nd, Butcher. Pet Jan 26, 
brontch. Keswick, Feb ll at 11. Ansell, Keswick, 

Waimougk, Jonathan, Leeds, Yarn Merchant. Pet Jan 29. Leeds, 
Feb iS at il, Cariss & Tempest, 3s. ‘ 

Webb, Hy, Claines, Worcester, Goal Dealer, Pet Jan 29. Crisp, 
Worcester, Feb 16 at 11. Tree, Worcester. 

Wellington, ‘bos, St Thomas, Devon, Builder, Pet Jan 28. Daw. 
Exeter, Feb 14 at 11. Campion, Exeter. 

Wikinson, Eliz, Manch, Grocer. Pet Jan 29. Kay. Manch, Feb 
234t.930. Gardner’ Monch. 

Wi lus, Jas, Leicerter, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet Jan 29. Ingram, Lei- 
Coster, Feb 20 nt 10, Owston, Leicester, 

Witioms, Joho, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaser. Adj Jan 20. Lpool, 
e at tl, 

Wiliams, John Geo Herbert, Dawlish, Devon, Saddler. Pet Jan 20. 
Pidsley. Newton Abbot, Feb 13 at 11. Floud, Exeter. 

Wilson, Joseph Michael, Manch, Manufacturer. Pet Jan 27. Macrae, 
Manch, Feb 18 at 11, Marsland & Addleshaw, Manch. 

Witkon, Wm Hy, Worcester, out of business, Pet Jan 30. Tador, 
Birm, Feb iY at 12. Kea, Worcester. 

Wren, Walter, Thos, Southampton, Grocer. Pet Jan 29. Thorndike. 
Southampton, Keb 11 at 12, Mackoy, Southampton, 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
: Fawwar, Jan, 29, 1868. 
Gratton, Josoph, Bakewell, Derby, Watchmaker, Deo 16. 


h 








Tuxspar, Feb. 2, 1869. 
Cay ee, Kingsthorpe, Northampton, Market Gardener. 
Whittaker, Fredk Mevees Hyde, Chester, Cattle Dealer. Jan 26. 
pore ya & opher Alien, Manch, Cloth Commission 








G RESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
37, OLD JEWRY, LONDON, E.C. 
ee are on be introduce, on behalf of their clients, Pro- 
posals for ns on Free! or Leasehold Propert: versio! , 
Interests, or other adequate securities. ? ™ ™ 
a may be made in the first instance according to the following: 
: : Proposal FoR Loan on Mortoaces. 
Date... 
Introduced by (state name and address of solicitor) 
Amount required £ 
Time and mode of ent (i.e., whether term 7 
: i —" (i.e., w Sor a certain, or by 
Security (state shortly the particulars of security, i build- 
ings , state the net annual income). - — 
State what Life Policy (if any) is proposed to be effected with the 
Gresham Office in connection with pate aa 
By order of the Board, 
F, ALLAN CURTIS, Actuary and Secretary. 


,IRST CLASS OFFICES to be LET, in Chancery- 
lane, suitable for a Solicitor, Private Firm, or Public Company.. 
—Apply to Mr. Axcett, 49, Fleet-street, E.C. 


MESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON & FARMER'S: 
FEBRUARY LIST of ESTATES and HOUSES, including landed 
estates, town and country residences, hunting and shooting quarters, - 
farms, ground-rents, rent-charges, house property, and investments gene- 
rally. may be obtained, free of charge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, E.C., 
or by post for one stamp. Particulars for insertion in the March: 

List must be received by the 28th February at latest. 


AFES AND LOCKS.—LOCKS AND SAFES.— 
Before purchasing a Safe or Lock, send for a Copy ef GEORGE 
PRICE’S New Book List of Prices, 90 engravings, which may be had 
post free, on application to him.—Cleveland | Safe and Lock Works, 
Wolverhampton 
LACK’S SILVER ELECTRO PLATIE is a coat- 
ing of pure Silver over Nickel. A combination of two metals pos- 
sessing such valu: ble properties ae itin appearance and neem equal 




















to Sterling Silver. idle Pattern, ing’s.. 

2a @ £26 420.4 856. 6. 
Table Forks, per doz. - 110 Oandi 18 0 240 219 O 
Dessert ditto 1.0 Oand1! 10 0 1123 0 1b 6 
Table Spoons . 110 Oandli8 0 240 2110 
Dessert ditto « 1 0 Oand1 10 0 113 0 115 0 
Tea Spoons ...... es O12 Cando ils 0 120 15s 0 





Every Article forthe Table asin Silver. A Sample Tea Spoon for- 
wardedon rece of 20 stamps. 

RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, STRAND, LONDON, 
LACK'’S FENDER AND FIRE-IRON WARE 
SS) HOUSE is the MOST ECONOMICAL, consistent wich good quality :— 
Iron Fenders, $3.6d.; Bronzed ditto, 8s. 6d., with standards; superior 
Drawing-room ditto, 14s. 6d. to 50s.; Fire Irons, 2s, 6d. to 20s. Patent. 
Dish Covers, with handles to take off, 18s. setofsix. Table Knives and 
Forks, 8s. per dozen. Roasting Jacks, complete, 7s. 6d. Tea-trays,. 
Is, Gd, setof three; elegant Papier Maché ditto, 25s. the set. . 
with plated knob, 5s. 6d. ; Coal Scuttles, 2s.6d, A set of Kitchen Uten- 
lils for cottage, £3. Slack’s Cutlery has been celebrated for 50 years, 
svory Table Knives, I4s., 16s., and 18s. per dozen. White Bone Knives 
and Forks, 8s. 9d, and 12s.; Black Horn ditto, $s. and 10s. All war~ 

ranted, 

As the limits of an advertisement will not allow of a detailed list, pur- 
chasers are requested to send for their Catalogue, with 350 drawings, and 
prices of Electro-Plate, Warranted Table Cutlery, Furnishing Ironmon- 
gery, &v. Maybe had gratis or post free, Every article marked in plain 
figures at the same low prices for which their establishment has been 
celebrated for nearly 50 years. Orders above £2 delivered carriage frve 


r rail, 
“ RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, $36, STRANP, LONDON, 
Opposite Somerset House. 








| ILLS of COMPLAINT, ANSWERS, APPEALS, 
MINUTES, and all Law Printing, ted with ptitud 
and at moderate charges by 
YATES & ALEXANDER, 
Law Privrers, 
7, Symonds-inn (and at Church-passage), Chancery-lane, London. 


ATES AND ALEXANDER, 
PRINTERS, ; 
7, Symonds-inn (and at Church-passage), Chaneery-lane, B.C. 
Parliamentary Bills, Appeals, Bills ot Complaint, Memorandums and 
Articles of Association, Legal Forms, Notices, &o. 
Prospectuses of Public Companies, Share Certificates, Show Cards, 
Cheques, Insurance ‘Tablos, Volicies, Proposal Forms. 
es, Particulars and Conditions, of Salo, Posting Bills, and all 


Catale 
G enteal Fouing. 
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Valuable Absolute Reversion. | 

MB. R. .WALTON. FEAST will SELL by 

p is AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, London, on TUE 

DAY, FEBRUARY 23, 1869, at ONE for TWO o’clock, the Valuable 

ABSOLUTE REVERSION to the sum of £696, invested in Three per 
«Cent. Consols, receivable upon the death of a gentleman age] 44 years. 

Particulars may be obtained of 
JOHN CROFT, Esq., Solicitor, 59, Mark-lane, London ; 
at the Mart; and of the Auctioneer, 8, Telegraph-street, Moorgate- 
street, London. 


“Valuable Absolute Reversions.—To Sealiaton, Reversionary Societies, 
and others. 

M R. R. WALTON FEAST will SELL by 

AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, Lothbury, on 

‘TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 23, 1869, at ONE for TWO o'clock, in Three 

Lots, the THREE Valuable ABSOLUTE REVERSIONS to the sum of 

£350 each, receivable upon the death of a gentleman aged 70 years and 

a lady aged 66 years. 
Particulars to be obtained of 
JOUN CROFT, Esq., Solicitor, 59, Mark-lane; 

at the Mart; and of the Auctioneer, 8, Telegraph-street, Moorgate- 

street, Lond n. 


“First-class Annuity of £50 per annum, amply secured upon £1,000 
E. 1 Stock, guaranteed by Government. 
R. R. WALTON FEAST will SELL by 
AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse-vard, London, on 
TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 23, 1869, at ONE for TWO o’clock, the above 
valnable ANNUITY, together with a Policy of Insurance fur £150 upon 
the life of a gentleman now in his 5ist year. 
Particulars to be obtained of 
W. NEWMAN, Esq., Solicitor, 24, Bucklersbury, London ; 
sat the Mart; and of the Auctioneer, 8, Telegraph-street, Moorgate- 
street, Loudon. 














Life Policies —By order of the Executor of the late Mr. Harrison. 
ESSRS. SCOBELL & JENKINSON will SELL 
AUCTION, at the MART, on TCESDAY, the 16th day of 
FEBRUARY, at ONE o’clock punctually, in one Lot,a POLICY for 
£450 in the Economic, dated in 1849, on the life of a gentleman now 
saged 47, the anrual payment for which is £9 4s. 6d,, and a bonus will be 
declared this year: also a Policy fer £200 (with profits) in the British 
Mutual, dated 1853, on the life of the same gentleman, the annual pay- 
ment for which is £4 5s. 
Particulars and conditions of sale may be had of 
Messe, ROUTH & STACEY, Solicitors, 14, Southampton-street, 


oomsbury ; 
-at the Mart; and of the Auctioncers, 115, Leadenhall-street, 





Stamford-street, Biackfriars.—Valuable Freehold Estate, well secured 
on lease, with early reversions. " 
M ESSRS. BROAD, PRITCHARD, & WILT- 
SHIRE are instructed to SELL by AUCTION, at the NEW 
“MART, Tokerhouse-yard, E.C., on TUESDAY, the 23rd day of FEB- 
MUARY, 1869, at ONE o'clock precisely, in Two Lots, the Valuable 
WREEHOLD ESTATE, comprising Five Small Houses, Nos. la, 2a, 3a, 
4a, and 5a, Bennett-street ; Three Cottages, Nos. 1, 2, and 3, Bennett- 
place; a Freehold Dwelling-house, No. 1, Bennett-street ; and a Com- 
tmodious Freehold House, No. 2, Bennett-street, Stamford-street, 
Blackfriars. Let on lease for terms of 14 and 16 years respectively, thus 
entitling the purchaser to the Valuable Keversions after that period of 
the rack rentals, which are of the value of £200 per annum. The pro- 
‘perty may be viewed by permission. 
Yarties and conditions may be had at the Mart; of Messrs. 
FIELDER & SUMNER, Solicitors. 14, Godliman-sircet, St. Paul’s, E.C.; 
and of the Auctioueers, 28, Poultry, E.C. 


St. George’s East, Mile End, Stepney, Oid Ford, Leyton, Barking, 
Stratford, Plaistow, and Muswell Hill. 
ESSRS. C. C. & T. MOORE will SELL BY 
. AUCTION, atthe MART, on THURSDAY next, FEBRUARY 
11, at ONE fr TWO:—Five Dwelling-houses, in Tariing-street, St. 
“George's East; let at £55 128.; term. 22 years; ground rent, €6 7s. 4d. 
&wo eight-roomed with Gardens, 13 and 15, St. Paul’s-road, 
Mile End; rentals, £35 and £32 each; term, 92 years; ground rent, 
25. Five freehold seven-roomed Houses, with Gardens, 7 to II, 
doln's terrace, Rhodeswell-road, E.; let at £125 a-year. A Freehold 
House and Shop, No. 265, Roman road, Old Ford ; let at £30 a-year. 
A Pict of Basiding-ground in Shafvesbury-road, Leyton. Two Plots of 
Groand in Webb-street, Barking-r0ad. Three Plots of Ground, havin; 
4 fees frontege to new road from Colney Hatch Station to high road an 
Hornsey. Four six-roomed Houses, 14 to 16, Ashton-strect, Maryland- 
wont, Stratiord ; Jet at £67 12s.; term, 200 years; ground rent, £3 
each, A shx-roomed Dwelling-house, 53, Dempsey-street, Mile End; 
det at £20 per ennum ; term, 32 years; ground rent, £4. 
Particulars of 
Mesers. MOKGIS, STOKE, TOWNSON, & MORKIS, 5, Finsbury- 
ecireus; 
uv. H. BARLEE, Haq , 02, Old Broad street, EC. ; 
Mesers TAYIAMM & JAQUET, 15, South-street, Finsbury, LC. ; 
Merors, T. BAUDELEY & SONS, 44, Leman-street, LE. ; 
JOUN LICHES, Haq, 92, Cheapside, B.C. ; 
Merars. 3. & C. KOBINBON, G5, Bas mpuali-tnees, E.C.$ 
at Mereer’s Hall, Cheapside, B.C. ; at the Mart; and at the Auctioncer’s 
Athcns, 144, Mile Lnd-road, &. 





Abw jute Keversion to Money in the Funds. 
M R. PHILIP D. TUCKETT is instructed to SELL 
LV by AUCTION. at the MAKT, Tokenhouse yard, EC. on 
BRIDAY, VEBUUAKY 12th, at TWELVE, the ABBOL te KEVER- 
S108 to OBV-VOUUTLERTHU PAKT of the BUN of £10,000 CONSOLS, 
parable on the death of a lady pow in her one poet. 
Particulars of Mess, KICHARD ke W. 3. SMITH, Bolicltors, 7, New- 
squere, Lincoln's-tnn; or of Mr. PUILAP DD, TUCKETS, Land Agent, 
Surveyor, ke,, 10s, id Broad-nrect, LL, 





To Trustees and others.—Freehold Ground Rents, amounting to about 
£370 per annum, well secured upon property in the Latimer-road, 
Notting-hill, the rack rental value of the whole being £2,300, 

SRS. ST. QUINTIN & NOTLEY will SELL 
by AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, on FRIDAY. 

FEBRUARY 19, at TWELVE for ONE, in 26 Lots, eligible FREEHOLD 

GROUND RENTS, amounting te about £370 per annum. amply secured 

upon the Trafalgar Tavern, and 70 dwelling-houses, some with shops 

and stabling, all situate within a few minutes’ walk of the Latimer-road 

Station of the Metropolitan Railway, between Shepherd's-bush ang 

Notting-hill. 

Particulars of 
Mr, W. H. REES, Solicitor, 8, Copthall-court ; of 
Mr. STEWARD, Solicitor, 31, St. Swit hin’s-lane ; 

opie Mart; and of Messrs, ST, QUINTIN & NOTLEY, 27, Royal Ex. 

change. 


Day and Son (Limited), in Liquidation,—Well-secured Rental of £309 
@ year, arising out of valuable Freehold and long Leasehold Mann. 
facturing Premises in Gate-street, Lincolr.’s-inn-fields. In proximity 
to the site of the new Law Courts, anda short recove from Holborn, 

R. GEORGE BERRY is favoured with instrae- 
tions by the Liquidators of Day & Son (Limited) to SELL by 

AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, FEBRUARY 25, in Three 

Lots (unless an acceptable offer be previously made by private contract), 

all that FREEHOLD, seven-storied BUILDING, on the east side of Gate- 

street, in the occupation of Mr. Vincent Brooks, lithographer, on lease, 
at a rent of £260 a year; also the adjoining range of Man 

Premises, let to Mr. Brooks at £300 a year, held for 82 years unexpi 

at ground rents; also the newly-erected building on the north side of 

Gate-street, comprising seven floors and photographic room in roof, let 

to Mr. Brooks at £240 a year; held for 55 years unexpired, at a ground 

rent. 
May be viewed by leave of the teuant, and particulars had on the 
premises ; at the Mart ; of 
Messrs. LAKE & Co., Solicitors, 10, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn; 
and of the Auctioneers, 8a, Motcomb-street, Belgrave-square, S.W. 








Wandsworth-road, South Lambeth, Surrey.—Very valuable Freehold 


Ground Rents and Dwelling-houses, producing a rental of upwards” 


of £2,000 per annum, and forming part of the estate of the late George 
Phillips. Esq., deceased. 
ESSRS. HARDS, VAUGHAN, & LEIFCHILD 
will SELL by AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, near 
the Bank of England, early in FEBRUARY, in numerous Lots, by order 
of the Devizees in trust under the will of the late George Phillips, Esq., 
by direction of the plaintiffs, William Phillips and Richard Marshail 
Phillips, and with the concurrence of the Court of Chaucery, very vala- 
able FREEHOLD GROUND-KENTS, amoucting to £1,773 per annum, 
most amply secured upon about 250 residences, shops, taverns, and 
private dwelling-houses (a great portion of the property being of a first- 
rate character), comprising the whole of Bradiey-street, Walter-street, 
Horace-s'reet, Dawlish-street, Luscombe-street, Wyvil-road, Wyvil- 
street, Gladstone-street, the east side of Spring-place, Manor-place, 
Vimiera and Bradley-terraces on the east side, and the Vauxhall Brewery 
on the west side of Wandsworth-road; Wyvil-terrace, Florence-terrace, and 
South Lambeth-place, and several houses in Larkhall-lane, all in the 
parish of Lambeth, with reversion to the rack rentals at termination of 
the existing leases, expiring at terms varying from 37 to 70 years 
hence; also Three Freehold Dwelling-houses, situate Nos. 7, 8,an4 9, 
South Lambeth-place, and a Freehold and small part Leaschold Builder's 
Yard in rear thereof ; also an excellent and commodious freehold family 
residence, with large garden, stab ing, and premises, pleasantly situate, 
No. 1, Manor-place, Wandsworth-road, at present unoccupied, but of 
the estimated annual value of £70, 
Particulars and conditions of sale may be had of 
Messrs. HOLMER, ROBINSON, & STONEHAM, Solicitors, 6, 
Philpot-lane, Fenchurch-street, E.C, ; of 
THOMAS PURKIER, Esq., Solicitor, 8, Union-court, Old Broad- 


street, B.C, ; 
or of the Auctioneers, 62, Moorgate-street, E.C., and Greenwich, S.E, 





To be SOLD, pursuant to an Order of the High Court of Chancery, ina 
Cause entitled “ Cooper o. Brooks,” with the approbation of the Vice- 
Chanceilor Sir Richard Malins, the Judge to whose court such cause 
is attached, by Messrs. GADSDEN, ELLIS, & SCORER, the persons 
appointed by the said Judge, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, in the 
Guy of London, on the 24:h day of FEBRUARY, 1869, at TWO of the 
clock in the afternoon, in One Lot 

"NYE LIFE INTEREST of a Gentleman aged 56 

in the annual income arising from the sums of £8,644 3s. 6d. 

Bank £3 per Cent. Consolidated Annuities, £448 16s, Bank £3 per 

Cent, Reduced Annuities, and £50 Capital Siock of the East India 

Company, standing in the names of the trustees of an Indenture of 

Scttlement, or in the annual income to arise from the stocks, funds, and 

securities, in or upon which the above trust funds may hereafter 

be invested ; and also Two several Policies of Assurance for 
£2,000 and £1,000 respectively, effected in the Economic Life Assurance 

Office upon the Iife of the same gentleman, dated reapectively the 16th 

March, 1458, and the 25th July, 1866, subject to the annual premioms 

of £76 ts. 34, and £52 \%s, 6d, respectively, The life interest now 

produces the net sum of £271 28, per annum, 
Particulars and conditions of sala may be had gratis, in London, of 
Messrs. HOOVER, PECK, & MAYNARD, Solicitors, No. 37, 
pagans een Chancery lane; of 
Messrs, SKILBE "4 & GRIFFITHS, Solicitors, No. 34, Bedford- 


row § 
and ofthe Auctioneers, No, 8, Old Broad-stroet, London ; and in the 
country, of 
Mr. ©, J, COOPER, Solicitor, Uridgnorth: and 
Messrs, SCAKTH & SPLOT, Solicitors, Shrewsbury, 
Dated this Lith day of January, 14669, 
FKEDO ERS, EDWARDS, Chief Clerk. 
HOOPER, PECK, & MAYNARD, 
Agents for Charles Jobn Sarmese: Bridgnorth, Salop, Plaintiff's 
U) . 
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